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PREFACE

In recent years, increasing attention has been given to the evaluation of
the graduates o the teacher education programs of Tennessee Technological
Vniversity. Edllowup studies of all graduates have been conducted on a regular
basis and special studies have been performed to provide inputfor the overall
operation of the programs of the University. In order to improve,the evaluation
component of the teacher educktiornkrogram of the "University, an intensive
study was initiated in the Fall of 1973 of the graduates. This study.was
continued through 1975-76 utilizing a modified model that was previously
developed for evaluating graduates of teacher education progfans. Summaries

of the results of the first two years 'of the application of the model are
contained in Reports 74-4 and 75-4 available from the Office of the Associate
Dean of the College of Education.

The purpose of this present report is to present the findings of the third
year of the application of the Tennessee Technological University Teacher
Evaluation Model. In turn, this report will be utilized in providing\inpmts17
into the total system of teacher educatidn at the University. This report
by no means complete; however, it will serve to inform the reader of the basic
procedures used and the preliminary findings of the third year of the study and
also pf comparisons that have been made across the three years of the project.
It is anticipated that in the near future additional` data analyses will be
made that may aid in providing additional understandings of the total evaluative
project.

In order to conserve paper only essential informati n has been included
in this report. If the readef desires additional infor ation or analyses of

in other ways, it is suggested that he contact the author of this report.
A o it should be pointed out that the Office of the Associate Dean has been
inv lved in a number of separate studies during the past -six years that are
scr ectly related to teacher evaluation. A complete li in of these reports
s contained in the Appendix of thi document, and copies or bstracts of the
eports are available from the Associate Dean's Office.

The author of this report is indebted to the efforts of seve
that have been extensively involved in working with the project.
individuals include:' Miss Janis M. Search, Graduate Assistant;
Cannella, Graduate Assistant; Mrs. Rena U. Nunally, Graduate Ass
G. Massey, Craduate Assistant; Mrs. Myra Richardson, Clerk-Typist; Mrs. Barbara
H. Simms, Secretary; Mrs. Linda Carroll, Secretary; Dr. John Thomas, Associate
Profes

4
or of Educational Psychology and Counselor Education; and Mr. James T.

Brawni , User Liaison/Statistician, D. W. Mattson Computer Center. In addition,

thanks are extended to all principals, teachers, superintendents, and.other
school personnel that proved technical assistance, data, and allowed the project
staff to work with them in va ious ways. ,

ndividuals
e

Gaile D.
st nt; Mr. Alvin

Jerry B. Ayers
Associate Dean, College of Education
June, 1976
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURES

f

.

Beginning in 1970, with the creation,of the Office of`the Administrative
sistant for Special Services and continued Vy the Office of the-Assistant
o'the Dean, a series of separate studies was begun related to the evaluation
f students enrolled in and graduates of the teacher,edueqion programs of

0 nnessee Technological University. The research has been systematic and
de igned to meet Standards 1 and G-5.1 established by the National Council
for creditation of Teacher .ducation, as 47ell as to answer such questions

--,Es course effectiveness, th p per sequence of courses, factors related to
achitIvr/ent, success of the gradates after entering the teaching profession,
better methods of.instruction, d the degree of achievement of the stated

--opinpetencies of the teacher edu ation program. It should be noted that there
are companion studies designed o evaluate the programs to prepare school
service personnel at the M.A. an Ed.S. levels.

The works of Sandefur and A ams (1, 2, 3) have led to the deve,lopment of
a model (Tennessee Technological University Teacher Evaluation Model) for the
evaluation of graduateszef the p ograms of the University that, are designed to
prepare teachers at the bachelor s, master's and specialist's levels. During
1973-74 the Evaluation Model w implemented and continued during 1974-75 w4h
funds available from the budget of the College of Education. The results of
the application of the model were summarized in Reports 74-4 and 75-4 prepared
by the Office of the iAssistant to the Dean, (4, 5).

4,

The third year of the application of the Evaluation Model was initiated
in the fall of 1975. The remainder of this chapter describes the purposes of
the third year of the operation of the Model and limitations of and the proce-

'dures used in conducting the major phases of the study. /tbapters II through
IV contain presentations and ,interpretations of the dati in the study.. 'Chapter
1/consists of a summary and the conclusions and reco ndations based on the

\__findings of the study and Chapter VI/outlines tenta4 e,plans for continuation
ofithe study during the fourth yearofQoperation. The Appendix` contains a
summary listing of all evaluative studies that havd been conducted by the
AdMinistrative Assistant for SOcial Services or 61e Office of the Assistant
'tcrthe Dean for t past six years. Also included are references to other
studies of the eacherseducation pfograms conducted by ther unit of the
University.

Purposes

,The purposes of the study th are reported in this document inclilde the

following:

1. To provide 1016rMation for faculty and administrators concerned
with teasArdi education programs -at Teriessee Technological
Unive-ity in making decisions pertinent, to curriculum'evalua

ti, t4oui and development.

11



2. To aid in the process of making long-range plans fir improving
the total program of the University with particular --eprira-sis on

the teacher education piograms.

2

3. To continue the development and refinement of the Tennessee Tech-
nological University Teacher Evaluation Model.

Specific objectives to be accomplished as a part of this study were
as follows:

1. To continue studyivg in a longitudinal manner those subje swho
were a part of the 190.74 and 19.747.75 applicatiOn of t e Model.

2. To provide a descriptive profiA of a.sample of ,1975 graduates
of the teacher education pregrms of Tennessep'Technological

.

sity. .

/,'Univer .
.

3. To determine relationships among selected variables that were
measured as a part of the total sunray.

4. To provide comparisons betWeeK the graduates of the teacher e ca-

tion programs of Tennessee Technological University with t
who might be considered/gs effective teachersas define 4 e

original literature otteacher education.

5. To provide effectfVe dissemination of relevant /research data to ,

the faculty and administration of the Univers",6 associated with
the teacher education programs.

6. To provide information *and suggestions for curriculum evaluation
and development based on empiricalrese6.rch data.

7. To continue to evaluate the procedures employed in the gtudy and
to make long-range plans for modifications and refinement of the/
tas c Evaluation Model. r.

Limitations'

/1/

The general limitations for this study are as follows and are marily
concerned with sampling techniques:

1. SUbjects for the study were individuals who were 1975 g aduates of
a bachelor's or master's level program at Tennesseeje nological
UniverSity designed to prepare them as teachers or th= were
individuals who participated in the two years of the Study.

2. Subjects were teaching in the State of Tennessee within a. 100-mile
radius of Cookeville, Tennessee. (ApproxiMately 0 percent of
all graduates o the teacher education programs of the University,
that are teachinf eside within the specified geographical
limtts of," the study.)

3. The subjects voluntiered to participate

12
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A. The principals and superintendents under whom the subjects worked
agreed that the graduates could participate in the study.

5. The sample sizeof 1973 and 1974 graduates was reduced by bout

one-third due to attrition from the teaching professio r moving

-out of the geographical limits ofLthe study. Therefore, the
findings of the study may be limieseddim their applicability to
the population of graduates from the University and also other
institutions.

Limitations 1 f rqugh 4 above were imposed in order,io make the study
more feasible.regard'ng tlae followup of the subjects. Voluntary participation
was deemed necessary due to the extensive collection of data and due to the
.cooperation required from the subjects for classroom obserVations and comple-
tion of forms. Also, the limitation of"a 100-mile radius of Cookeville,
Tenn6ssee, was necessary because of the limited travel funds available and
the time available for the xesearch assistants to visit in the classrooms
Of the participating subjects.

ProceduresI
. The purpose of this section is to provide the reader with a brief descrip-
tion of the procedures employed in collecting the data utilized in this study.
'mit section is concerned speCifically with selection of subjects, implementa-
tion of the study, training of staff, and methods otf data collection and
analyseq. Figure 1 shows a PERT chart of the major activities of the project
from Apgust 1, 1975 through May 31, 1976. In order to conserve space, the
reader is referred to Chapter 2 of Reports 74 and 75-4 (4, .5) for a more
.complete description of such topics as instr mentation and training of
observer's.

0
Selection of Subjects

Three groups of subjects participated in the 197576 phase of the project.
The first group of individuals (1971, 19.74 and'1973 graduates). were partici-
pating in the project for the third year, while the second group was partici-
pating for the second year'. The third group consisted of those individuals
that received either the B.S. or M.A. in 1975. Table]. shows asummary of
the number of individuals, by year of graduation, participating in egbh phase
of the study.

Table,2 sh,6ws a summary of the reasons and numbers of individuals
ing to participate in the 1975 -76 phase of the study.. This

e 6ws the data by original date of graduation froM the University.
eti,ebn 4-7 and 1975-76, 11 individuals (12.9 percent) left the teaching
professib 5. ndividuals (5.9 percent) were teaching out of the geographical
limits' of t uscly, and 15 individuals (17.6 percent) asked to witildraw from '

the study or c ld not be located. The overall attrition between the two
yea was 31 in idua s or.36 percent. This figure is comparable with
the attrition bet th fi t and second year of the study (5).

P
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Table 1

Number of Subjects by year of Graduation Participating
in Each Phase of Study ,

Phase of Study 1970 1971 1972 1973 19A 1975 Total

1973-74 0/6* 0/12 0/19 4/18
:

4/49

1

(974-75 ** 0/8 0/.14. 4/10 -16/33 20/65

19J=76 **- 0/6 0/12 0/8 ' ; 8/18 12/32 20/76
)

C 4 , '

* No. M.A./No. B.S.
** aropped from Study by original design.

Table .2

Reasons and Number of Individuals Dropping Out of Study From 1974-75
' to1975-76 (By Year of Graduation From Unlversity)

Reason 1971 1972 1973 1974

Left Teaching Profession 1 0 \ 8

TeachingOut of Geogyaphical Region of
Study 0 1 2 2

.

Teaching In Region But Declined ip
Participate in Study 0 0 2 6

No Reason Given 4' 0 0 0 4

)
s

Unable to Locate (No Response to Question-
nairesPhi:me Calls, 'or No Forwarding 1 1 0 1

Address at Post .Office) $

\=
Total 2 6 21

* .

Total

(3

31

As apart o
4
f the routine followup activities of the Office of the Assistant

to the Dean, all 1975 graduates of the teacher education programs were Contacted
in the late 'fall. of 1975 (364 B.S. graduates and 191 \M.A. graduates). As a-

result of this initial survey (6)., all graduates who ere teaching within the
defined geographical. limits o the project were contact d by niail and/or



6

telephone and asked to particiate in this stucli. A tota of 32 B.S.and
12 M.A. level graduatet volunteered to participate.

Figure 2 shows a map of a selected portion of Tehnesee. The numerals
within each county indicate the number.of individuals who have previously

0
participated in the study. The numerals in circles indicate those individuals
participating in the study for the third year and ehe non-circled numerals
indidate the number participating for.the second year. Figure 3 'shows-

,
similar information for the 1975 graduates. Table 3 shows a distribution of
the number of individuals by year _of graduation, their primary teaching
assignment and whether theyhad completed.a bachelor's or:a master's degree
from the University.-__

Instrumentation

Instrumentation for the 1975-76 study was identical with that used
during 1974-75. The reader is referred to Reports 74-4 and 75-4 fOr further
details (4, 5).A"

Training of Observers
-

,M The procedures for.the training of obse vers are outlined in Report
74-4 (4). Based three years -of work, it s felt that/the methods are

Oiappropriate and e ye.
..

Collection of Data

The methods for the eotlectiqn.of data are detailed'in Repor
75-4 (4, 5). It should be pointed out that only one-half day vis
made to each subject. Based on experiences of the 1973-74 and
studies, it was felt that this was sufficient time to gather the
In general, those individuals who participated in the first two
study were visits in the f 11 of 1975, while the 1975 graduates
in the winter'an early sptj. g of 1976.

of Data

The basic methods and p
(4, 5). Additional comparis
first two years of the study

w

is 74-4 aAd
it was
74-75
needed data.
years of the
were visited

1

ocedures were detailed'in Reports 74-4 and 75-4
ns were'made of the data c011edped cduring tie
with data collected as a part of the third year.

Summary

In summary this chapter has presented a brief overview of the total
operation of the 1975-76 phase of the. longitudinal study of the graduates
of the teacher education programs of Tennessee Technological University.
Included in this chapter has been a summary statement'of the major purposes
of the projedt, limitations of the study and the major procedures employed
in conducting the study. It is felt that the information available from this
report and the companion 1974 and 1975 reports dill be useful to those indivi-
duals attempting to replicate this study. It should be pointed out that addi-
tional information and specifics related to the methodology employed in this
study are available from the Office of...the Assistant to the Dean,'College of
Education.
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'CHAPTER II

PRESET TION AND ANALYSIS OF.DATA, 1975 B.S. GRADUATES

Chapter II contains a presentation and analysis of data for those
individuals who received the B.S. in 1975 and were in their-Litst year of the

study. Information pertinent to those Nho received the M.A. is presented in
Chapter III and comparisons of data obtained in the current year of ,the study
with data obtained in past years is presented in Chapter IV. Means, standard

deviations, frequency counts, correlations and appropriate statistical tests

are presented in tabular form for the variables studied. Explanatory information

Is included-to facilitate the reader's understandiRg and usage of the report.

The data are e presented' in nine parts with each corresponding to a major`

instrument used to gather information. Each section Contains summary statistics

as well as a discussion of tie relevant variables that were correlated in the

study. Table 4 shows.an i ercorrelation matri f 44 selected variables,
which is applicableRto the B.S. graduates. N attempt was made to show a

complete matrix of all v iables. Only variables significant at of beyond the

.05 level will be discussed in the remaind r of th's report.

An understanding of Chapter I of
utilization of the remainder of the r
should be used as companion guideS t
of interest to the reader (in particu
fir* and second year data). The atte
Append ix to this report. TIie Appendix

that have been conducted in the past six

s report is essential for the effective

-t. Also, Reports 74-4 and 75-4 (1,2)
in additional information that may be
pies of the relevant instruments and
of the reader is also called to the
ins a compipte listing of all studies

ars that may provide additional useful

information,about the evaluation studies that have been conducted by the College

of Education.

Career Base Line Data
f f

This section contains a summary .of preliminary career base line data fpr

the B.S. 1975 subjects in this study. Inciuded in this section is information
taken from each subject's colleg(!iranscript and other record's available in

the College of Education of the University. In general, it appeared 'that the

subjectszin this study may have achieved slightly abeve the mean for all

graduates of the College of Education,

Tabfe_5 shows a summary of the' teaching level of the 32 B.S. leVel

individuals. It will be noted that a large number were teach4ig in the lower
-

grades.

The mean number of years of teaching experience (including 1975-76 as one
year) was 1.6 years and the median ears was 1.0. Some individuals in the study

had taught prior to completing their degree and those individuals that had taught

part of the 1974-75 school year listed their experience as one additional year.

The mean quality point average in the major teachin&-fil0 of the graduates

was 3.20 (SD= 0.42). This value approximated the mean major Feld quality,point

21:
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/
TABLE 4

CVIRELATION MATRIX OF SELECTED V

GRADUATES IN FIRST YEAR OF

(

S0 M I 2

Xtianal Teacher Usednatien

1. Tuchi.s Area Exam 590 4 85 5 28 . lOoo 404

2. Pref. U. Test 214.4 49 9 31 1000

3. Composite 1161.9 157 . 28

Quality /*tat Avarua

A. Kaajor Field
-

5. Omerall 3.10 0.39 32

Aeeriean Ccelleee Test

4. Compolate 20.4 1 2 25

Principal Evaluation

7. I 4.2 0 28

4. 11 4.5 7 29

3. III 0 7 28

sa., 10. IV 4.3 0 7 28

Calitairmia 1 -Sul.

11. I-Scale

324 042 32

101 9 24.2 31

Stodent Evaluation of Teaching -I

12. 1

13 II

14. III

O. 10

16 V-

17. VI

!cataract ion Analysis

IS. fie

19. 1/0

2'). ST/TT

21. Sil/Tot

22. Lec/Tet

Classroom Obeenatioom Record

23. 1

24 2

25. 3

26. 4

27. 5

23. 4

29. 7

,id. s

31. 9

32. 10

34.

35. 13

36. 14

37. 15

34. 14

11

40.

.41. \19

A2. 20.

43. 21

44. 22

347.6 32.8 19

347.3 24 3 19

303.5 31 7 19

304.4 38.5 19-

247.5 44 6 19

310.1 25 7 19

\3.14 3.25 28

0.75 0.45 28

0.51 28

0.39 0.35 28

000 0.14 28

6 1

5 7

59

5

6.4

6.2

4.3

4.4

4.3

5.7

5.6

4.4

0 I 31

0.8 31

0 I 31

0.8 31

0 5 31

0.8 31

0 7 30

04 '30

0 1 30

0t 30

0.8 30

0.4 30

4 0 7 30

4.5 7 30

'4.3 0.8

4.3 0.7 30

4.3 0.7 30

4.1 1.0 30

.1.3, 0.8 30

y 4.4 '10 i xr--',

4.0, 'f0.7 30

5.8 0.8 30

Nearlisaindicate. correlation significant at or beyonl the .05 level.
Decimal petats have Imes omitted.

41

152 5 405 102 -066 -217 -057 486 -407 d63 053 -140 -201 -223 -171 -285 -244 -225 259

707 SI 5.32 186 011 -114 034 010 -421 '.32 319 354 145 023 335 I -344 -321 -107 242..._-

1000 497 .844. 205 -048 -157 ..-00 -Oil -535 243 170 100 -194 -012 145 -311 -270 -262, 327

1000 111 -407 -244 -224

.106 344 123 -067

' 1000 344 242'

1.

1000 7_11.

1000 648

102 -214 -071 031 -244 069 -017 -077 -528 -324 002 035

-034 -334 354 224 014 -182 -131 057 -012 -431 -181 -I

----
-104 -171 224 309 389 -155 -302 093 .621 -0011 -107,

707 :457 Di 222 118 134 094 5231 143 -004 -054 142

col -198 042 613 117 275 278 597 138 137 044 171

40f°
734 °_-472`. 247 333 283 227 217 354 -303 054 042 in

1000 -447 344 410 cAL 144 .234 1E2 108 066 010 190

1000 -422 -245
1t.5011

-302 -224 -413 353 271 -033 -202

1100 171 Za 200 it II. -134 -270 015 -102

1000 701 278 15ft 712 070 049 287 -003

1000 268 472. 161 -011 -224 032 -127

1000 -013 173 -113 130 510

1000 65_7 .369 -259 -05 -050

1000 -187 -181 185 -190

1000 306_ 100 -222

1000 607 -119

1000

1000

22



L4
ED VARIABLES-1 9 7 5 B. S.

AR OF STuDY 12

20 21 22 23

94225 259 043 -153

107 242 210 -300

,-262 327 03 -115

6

002' 015 149 -237

181 -100 419

-107 -050 ,,94 -124

-056 182 122 -102

044 178 -002 -160

1.042
33, -029 102

010 190 -011 110

-% -2 -065 157

015 102 372

217 131 -210

E 032 272 204

ac -311 -1 -4.12

l'-085 -0O 1 062

115 -190 219

100 -222 -011 -14
607 -119 -1 35 -030

1000 -.11.9. =421 -197

1000 198 012

1000 041

1000

/

24 25 26 27 as 29 30 31 32 33 34 5 36 37 31 40 41 42 43

-23$ -191 -199 -131 190 -125 018 -164 -039 012 -215 _2W
z

-465 -425 -398 -458 -444 -030 -202 :7t7 023

-107 -204 210 -102 175 147 016 -154 -054 049 -222 -109 -1,13 -067 -013 -171 179 -061 -248 . -124

-197 -141 -00 -034 211 -029 174 -113 026 141 , -210 -242 -402 -361 -293 :2612 .7_31.1. 110 -065 :DA 041

1
6

-203 -157 -144 -104 -712 -097 010 111 -168 -297 -243 -124 :11.1 z334 -228 ..348 :DI -147 -075 :269 -141

-105 -256 -106 -021 132 054 149 198 -016 -171 -103 -205 -393 :124 -159 ,72,1 .th_11, 181 033 -102 -180

096 066 I 147 279 291 125 170 053 143 260 153 -116 157 194 179 242 d211 334 173 116 125

105 - 109

172 -039

147 242

167

161 271 -128 241 006 167 324 gi 2711 247 130 172 209 116 212 332 -076 457 0

046 179 -015 230 009 017 150 213 .1.96 074 223 163 0111 00 300 073 -071* -024 14

277 232 -015 164 -071 096 DI 341 156 229 120 159 193 040 196 171 -147 032 1111

491.

119 243 -112 171 009 0113 320 212 IR 147 130 160° 153 117 206 1833, -107 180

J /

181 140 -040 -244 -329 -134 -111 -157 -079 -102 144 049 171 347 055 211 447 -141 075 147 -046

051 -121 136 116 347 102 5*1 295 131 178 312 0259 112 167 219 294 00......._ 374 151 -049 -032

-05 ,:114 087 124 111 187 165 040 -037 051 105 204 166 037 -037 223 15 5 ---059,' 119 -132 /-232

321 010 431 290 112 419 132 285 2214 253 376 429 401 329 391 364 173 ,.,491 411 270 142
-----..._

031 -612 -254 13 -241 -269 -530 -133 A30 -465 -321 046 -091 -017 -211 -145 -272 :-363 -351 -179 L1y..1

065 031 IU 162 J-62
14.4 533 241, 194 126 248 379 266 244 411 301 241 256 336 150 179

'..,......

116 -191 179 112 323 419 29$ -015 049 216 392 261 221 242 297 ' 121 21 304 052 -107

142 -011

-192 1$2

-178 -101

-109 007

222 -196

-03 009 -054 020

-042 -211 -132 -091

041 -293 -101 -073

-054 017 167 -037

092 123 140 097

-129 035

-20 -113

-160 020

-127 -323

174 015

039- -032 -009 -125 044

-043 128 -197 -054

-327 -217 -229 -047 -056

277 at -013 -062 011

153 -033 160 252 091

111 071 056 II 6 -025 -104 041 -035

-060 -216 -041 -063 -265 -260 034 001
/

-154 -1 -046 -296 -111 -177 -073 -177

-154 042

080 19 0113

178 054 -127 -216 071

1116 277 286 -071 -036

40 471 211 307 21_14. 300 240 627 527 542 491 591 520 445 4 40

1000 ri0 664 434 215 395 357 261 04 454

- 1000 614 sci 701 419 142 240 947 42.4s 516 490 617 589 535 567 513 477 7111 1121

1000 577 176 201 757 196 434 504 444 522 fa 460 541 41$ 503 544 579

1000 261 380 S27 346 382. 361 472 320 419 616 441 743 363 524 395 4

1310 IN al, 507 452 172 217 190 DA 203 S!! 093 121 li2 2.7.1

514 554 632 661 612 40 574

505 703 710

599 444 529

1000 7112 651 643 391 607 292 373 321 573 364

1000 670

1000

449 /IL 375 312 359 454 413

06 412 208

845 701 430 529 447 439

616 361 522 475 459 416

1000 614 699 573 476 573

1000 745 630 543 575

1000 7,41 01 7116

1000 758 103

1000 at
1000

9 1

310 624 423 501

281 696 121 3

114 511 4 ±22 22.9.

501 711 534 547 to"

503 631 451 473 .744.

516 621 720 410 597

631 425 510 621 447

756 446 516 761 527

836 355 534 .711 427

ca 605 ca. 731 421

764 315 517 662 446

1000 al at 21 ap.

1000 112 526

1000 la 124

.1000 fa
1000

/

,
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average, of graduates who had participated in the first tio years of the study.

The mean,pverall undergradua e quality point average of the graduates was 3.10

(SD...,0.39), which also approximated that' for participants in the first two years

of the study. The major field quality point average correlated significantly
in anAmverse relationship with4the indirect/direct teaching ratio found with

inteiTaion analysis phase of the study. Thus it'appeared that'students

Stith nigher quality point averages in their teachirg field tended toward the

use of more direct teaching techniques. A significant negative relationship

was noted between the major field quality point average 'and certain factors
from the Classrooth Observation Record. A similar correlation pattexn was in

evidence with the overall quality point average.

A total of 25 subj ts had completed the American College Test prior to

lkliMission to the University. Mean scores for each of the four sub-tests and

composite score are shown in Table 6. In general the subjects had achieved

scores above the mean for all students enrolled in teacher education programs

and the University. Signifinnt correlations were noted between overall ACT

scores and the overall quality point average achieved by the subjects and the

ratio from the interaction analysis.

Mean scores and ,standard ddviations achieved by the 32 subjects on the

National Teacher Examinations are shown in Table 7. The results indicated that

the subjects had achieved at a slightly lower level than individuals in the

first two years of the study. Overall the subjects ranked at about the 30th
percentile on the Professional Education Test, about the 40th percentile on'the

Teaching Area Examination and the mean composite score was at.aboui the 40th

percentile.

An examination of the correlational pattern of scores from the NTE with

selected variables (Table 4) was somewhat -comparable with that from the past

two -years of the study, with the exception of scores from the COR and the

teaching area examination. this case the correlations were negative

whereas in the past there has been a positive relationship. At this time no

explanatfon can be offered. £o this apparent shift in direction.

§

General Information -Teacher Preparation Inventory

11 subjects were asked to complete a rating sheet with regard to certain ,
courses and ;.-r areas of emphasis related to their teacher education program.

. Data were obtained om all 32 subjects and arc comparable with information from

other studies of la ger numbeFs of,gradnates (see Appendix for complete listing

of reports). Tab 8 shows the results of the survey conducted as a part of this

study. This Tab e contains the pertentage of subjects ratings of each area. In

' general the low st ratings were given to the areas of (1) ability to work with

parents, (2) ill in maintaining discipline, and (3) skill in working with

exceptional iildren (the r the dull, and the handicapped). It should

be noted tt tthese areas have been -r weaknesses in-other studies

conducted y the University. Also, these appear re.' udies that

have be conducted at other institutions of higher education.

le subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core educat on

co ses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory to very unsatisfactory). Table

9 shows the results of this phase of the study. The courses receiving the

24
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Table-)00
4

Teaching Level of B.S. Subjects (N-t,

14

Level \ No. Percent ,

25.0Preschoolindaudi &kindergarten)

Grades 1-3.

Non-graded-lower gra es

Gradet 4-7

Non-graded middle scho

Grades 8-12

Special Education

Table 6

8

0
1

11

1

4

1

18.7

13.1

34.4

3.

12.5

3.1

American Colley,- Test Scores for B.S. Graduates (47,25)

Sub test . Mean SD.

Ir

Engligh

Mathematics

Social Science

Natural Sci6nce

Composite

18.8

16.5

18.4

19.2

20.6 '

,5.2

4.9

5.5

4.5

4.2

Table 7

National Teacher Examinations Scores for B.S. Graduates

Test

Teaching Area Examinations 590.4

Professional Educatip Tekt 216.4

Composite Scores 1161%9

SD

49.9

157.2

r
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\ agreement with the results of e first two years of the study., It should be

0 noted that the mean scores on cert ctors are as much as 37 pointg higher

than from the second year of the study:

Table 13 shows the results of the administration of the SET-II in the

classrooms of the 12 individuals teaching belOw the fourth grade. 14ean scores

on each of the five factors are similar to 'the/results reported In\the second \_.)

year of, the study. (set Report 75-4). \

An examination of the correlational pattern of the SET-Iwith scores from,

other factors in the study approached those of first year subjects in, the first

year of the study (1973-74). No attempt was made to "study the correlational

pattern of the SET-II.,

Interaction Analysis

- A ten category interaction analysis system was utilized to record observed

classroom behavior of the subjects. The system proposed by Amidon and Flanders

(3) was implemented with the aid'of three speciany trained graduate assistants.
A set of three to four observations was made on each subject. Each set contained

from three toreight 20 minute periods of ObserVation., .

*
0

Table 14 shows a summary of tiw means and standard deviations of the various

ratios for the observations. The data are comparable with that gather4d duri

the previous years of the study,

The I/D ratio in Table 14 is. above the .50 aveLa for teachers:reported in

the work of Campbell and Barnes (4). More indire-ct teaching has been associated

in some studies with higher strident achievement and positive attitude formation.

The i/d ratio of 3.69 is also higher than the ratio of less than 1:1515, reported

iot the average teacher. The.subjects in this study used more acceptance of

feeling, praising, or_encouraging than average,teachers. Other ratios in

Tabla,)14 are similar to the ratios of teachei:s reported in other studies.

Table 15 shows a summary of the average percentage of time spent by the

B.S.., 1975 graduates ati "various grade levels acting in each of the ten interaction

categories. In generattgita anitunt of direct influence increases from the lower

grades through the uppdT,grades of the secondary school. The amount of time

spent lecture increase 0 almost 75 percent from the lower grades through the

upper levels of the high.:'gchbol.

rrelations..of Interaction Analysis scores from subjects (see Table 4)

indicate several minor correlations with scores from the COR similar to the

resluts obta'ned in past studies. A significant negative correlation was noted

between the ST/TT ratio and the Dull-Stimulating factor from the COR. A

significant negative correlation was noted between the Sil/Tot ratio and the
harsh- Kindly factor from the COR, and,a significant positive correlation of

the Sil/Tot ratio and, the Stereotyped- Original factor of the COR was noted.
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Table 9

Percentage Ratings of'Selected Courses
in'Undergraduate Program (N= 32)

.

16

Item
O

U

> D
C

D

G

F.

V)

0 D
2 o

fo

a 1- a

a. INTRODUCTION TO TEACHING

b. GENERAL PYCI4OLOGY

c. HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT
ftio

, d. EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY
NI

e. SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

f. HISTORY ANO PHILOSOPHY OF EOUCATION

g. EVAAATION AND GUIDANCE

METHODS COURSES

1. MICRO TEACHING

. STUDENT TEACHING

' 18.7 6.2 15.6 21.9 15.6 21.9

.....6...2l 62,1 9.4. 31.2 21.9 25.0

6..2 9.4 9.4 31.2 40.6 3.1

3.1 6.2 9.4 28.1 28.14 21:9

25,6 21.9 18.7 14_4 ni 6.2 3.1

9.4 21.9 6.2 25. 0 n..2 6.2

67 12.5 15.6 31.2 31.2 3.1 '

n ._41....a_ 0.0 3.1 40.6 53.1 3.1

0.0 6,.2 3.1 28.1 34.4 18.7

i fl 3,2 3.1 .0 21.9 -'65.6 6.2

Principal Evaluations of Subjects

4

The principal of each subject was asked to complete two tnstruments
designed to evaluate weaknesses_ang-stl*engths of the individual. The first

Instrument consisted of 59 items related:to the teacher education program of
the subjects and has been used for the past six years in the evaluative efforts
lof the Office of the Associate Dean. Table 10 shows thd percentage

ratings for each item. No area was rated significantly low by the principals.
Thisissin contrast to studies cohducted in the past in which several areas
have consistently received 16'W ratings.

Principals were also asked to complete the Teacher Evaluation 'by Supervisor

form. This instrument consists of four questions encompassing the following
areas: (a) subject matter competence, (b) relations with students, (c) appro,----------
priateness of assignments, and (d) overall effectiveness. Table 11 shows the

mean ratings for each of these items for the B.S. level 1975 graduates.

An. examination of the correlational pattern for the four variables with the
11N other factors studied indicated results similar to those obtained in the past

two years of the study.. In general the students and the independent observers
RercOlved the teachers as alert and attractive (items 11 and 12 from the CDR).

11 '
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Table 10

Percentage Ratings of Selected Items by Principals (N= 28)

Items %

?:o >s5t a. a -.3 t

i a ,
P.

0
I 5 .;

... 4 _ e 2 ... ,
2 t;

0 z; « oa*.d 0
o
ti

P:. 4 s F;
it

IP - : f., 5 34 4
o it 2 E in .

ii; ,0'
g 2 1

Z 2 > o tg g -i; z c asto n > :

Underateading tho goals of the schgere

Parana! appearance

Enthused`sn; for the toaPhing profession

Adaptability in tho classroom

Cooperation and dependability

Attitudes toward children

Attitudes toward fellowleachors

Attitudes toward SuPoryiSOrS

Accuracy in maintaining offpral recPrend
reports

Understanding and using courses of study and
cumetown

Making off6ctive use of cowtun.ty resources

Handling disciplpary problerns

0.0'

0.0.

070D.

3.6

7707#
0.0

0.0

0.0

1_6
.

P-).7:__

7.1

0.0

Getting acquainted with the community and its
people . i

Ki:).n abreast_of 25 irecent professional develoomonts

EVOlutiting pupil progress 0.t

+.40-uvatino dupils who seem disinterested 3.6

10.7flolationships with parents

Participation in professional activitios 7.1

Potential for advancement in tho Profession 10
Rolationships with fellow teachers 0.0
Overall effectiveness of this poison in comparison
with othui tnachers in your school 3.6

Overall qualifications of this poison to teach in
your Particular school situation 0.0

I. Tiiarhung personality

a. Ability to wort. with children

L. Ability to work with cnlloaguo*

t. arty to work with members of the cornJnity

d Ability o ntrun a friendly disposition

o. nullity to load a wet u dad enroy

f. Abitity to work with parents

0.0
ja, 0

14.3
0.0

14.3

14.3

.4e

3'6 10.7 '42.8 32;1

3 .6 3. 6 3.6 32.1 32.1

3.6 3:6 7.1 32.1 53.6

3.6 3.6 3.6 32.1 -53.6

3.6 0.0 7.1 28.6 50.0

3.6 0.0 10.7 25.0 53.6

3.6 0.0 10.7 21.4 64.3

3.6 0.0 7.1 17.9 71.4

7.1 3.6 3.6 21.4 60.7 '

A

3.6 7.1 6.0 25:0 64.3

*

3.6 0.0 3.6 35.7 57.1

3.6 0.0 0.0 17.8 78.6

3.6 0.0 7.1 21.4 ,,67.8

3.6 0.0 7.1, 32.1 ' 53.5,

3.6 0.0 3.6 75.0

_3.6 0.0 0.0 21.4 75.0

3.6 3.6 00-.0
--

25.0 67.8
-.-/

3.6 3.6 F 0,.0 28.6 64.3

.3.6..._.. 0,0 0.0 32.1 60-.7

.

..__:
0.0 3.6 42.8 39:3

0.0 14.3 35.7 39.3

7.1 7.1 0.0 42.8 42.8

3.6 0.0 3.6 17.9 75.0

3.6 0.0 7.1 17.9 71.4

3.-6 0.0 10.7 17.9. 53.6

3.6 3.6 3.6 10.7 78.6

ited 3.6 0.0 7.1 67.8

3.6 3.6 0.0 21.4 57.1

2a
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Table 10 (*continued)

,

.
. Germ el knowledge drid

.
iuneerstading of

at The physical sciences 46,4 0.0 3.6 0.0
.

17.9 32.3.,

b. The biological Sciences 4.2 .,8 0.0 3.6 3.6 17.9' 32.1
.,i

c. American culture and institutions '-----?t6.4 3.6 3.6 10.7 35.7

d. 'Art, musk. literature, philosophy 42.8
_0.0

0.0 3.6 0.0 25.0 28.6

4h. ma thtroot. os
42.8 0.0 3.6 0.0 32.1

3! Ability to use the English language effectively 0.-0 3.6 3.6 0.0 17.9 75.0

4. KnOwin.dge and understanding of the Si.bilact taughth 40.0: 3.6 0.0 3.6 28.6 64.3

5. Undk,rstanding of children and youth

8. J S,Qht into CruSee, 0 behavior-A-. 0.0 3.6 3.6 10.7 42%8. 39.3

e b Skill in woeripp with exceptional children (the
ot,ght. the ou; I. thq hrndicaPpod) 17 .9 3.6 3.6- ' 3,6 35.7 35.7

c. Shill in group work 0.0 3.6 3.6 7.1 28.6 57.1

d. St ill in maintaming distil)! rie 0.0 _/.3..._

4,1_7

3.6

3t,6 10.7 28.6 50.0

a. Skill in guidance of children 3.6 3.6_

3.6

3.6 , 28.6 53.6

6 tindarstanding of the nrture erth learning firocasS

a. Skill in helping students determine 0,1ectives 14.3 7.1 32:1 39.3

b. Skill in motivating student° 7.1 3.6 3b6, 25.0 57.1_1,1
c Skill in pupilteacher planring 7,I.

3.6
7.1

3:6 7.1 ' 25.0 53,6

d Shil4 is using a variety of tesc:hing methods 3.6 10.7 14.3 l60:7_3,E

o. Skell in evaluating pun, i growth znri cL3ss
orucodures with pupil!. 7.1 3:6 3.6 7.1 25.0 53.6

f. tt) construct approorieve vests and
learning materials 3.6 3.6 , 7.1 3.6 25.0 59.1

0. ,kill in the application of lefuning theory
in the classroom 3.6 _3,6_

3.6

3.6 7.1 25.0 57.1
1

b, s'oll in providing differentiated learning
experiences for various pinups apd inCividuals 7.1 0.0 3.6 32.1 53.6

7. ste-i,vledg of sOurcer, of teaching metoriSIS

it a Primed materiels , 7.1 __3.6

3.6

0.0 10.7 25.0 53.6

b. AuditviS6a1 platetiOlts 3.6 3.6 3.6 25.0 60.7

C. Corremur ity resources' 1.0....2_

0. LlbrarY and libary materilp -3.......6._

c'
3.6Ali ty to use toacitunj matt.Nals effectively

_.3,11....

3:6

0.0 .10.7

I.

25.0 50.0

__L.&

0.0

25:0 57.1

_Li_

_3,..6_

__3.6

__L

7.1 14.3 67.8
,

!) r-o.rlo ice and Lind ualanding-Pf'
.

t. The ourposos of the school in relation to the
oveiall Purpose of society 0.0

i

10.7 35.7 50.0_0-0

b. The sue's( structure qf the Community end its
me smog for educatier? 10.7 3.6 7.1 25.0 50.0

e. The Inctituvons of the community 21.4 0.0 7.1 28.6 29.3

e The different value-PallornS of socialeoconernic
classes

__3.6

. S a
e

7 . 1 28 . 6 50 . 0

e. Th0 eCOnOtruc life of the Cen.rrunitY -10.7 3.6 0.0 7.1 32.1 46.4

1. Appropriate ethical behnviOr of the tathor _La. 3.6 3.6 3-.6 10.7 71.4

4. 2p le
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Table 11,

Means and Standard Deviations of Principals' Ratings of 197413.S.
Graduates on Four Dimensions of Teaching (N= 30)*

Dieensi,pns Mean SD

Subject Matter Competence

Relations With Students

Appropriateness of Assignments

Overall Effectiveness.

4.24

4.5

4.3

4.3

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.7

*Ratings are on a 1-5 scale with 5 beingthe. highest score.

Personality Scale
t a.

.t

The California, F-Scale.Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess one aspect of

the personality of the subjects. The F-Scale range of possilfle,values is' 28

to 1.96 with4'112 the mid-point. The lower the value, the more non-authoritarian

' the indication. A,tota1 of 30 B.S.` level 1975 graduates completed the instrument
with a mean 'scorp of 101.9 and a standard deviation of 24.2. This indicated

that the stYbjecis in;:tle study tended, toward being non-authoritarian. Scores

ranged frigm 52 to 159. In comparison, subjects from the first two years of the
study achieVed meansceLS,respectively of 112 and 104. Thus, the group in the

third year of the'sndy.tended toward being more non-authoritarian than the
previous two groups., As'in the past two years of the study there appeared to be
little relationship Between the level of authoritarianism exhibited by the
subjects and other factors in the study. Significant negative correlations

were noted with several factors from the SET-I.' There were significant positive
correlations between the F- 'Scale scores.and COR ratings on items 15; 18, and 19.
Teachers with higher F-Scale scores tended toward being more 'steady, systematic
and adaptable than low scorers on the F-Scale.

Studdnt Evalution of Teaching,

Two forms.pf the Student Evaluation of Teaching were,4employed in the study/
The'SET-I was used with children in the classes of subject above the third

grade, while the SET -II was used With'children below the fOurth grade level.
The instruments measure similar traits.

Table 12.shows the mean and standard deviation of the scpres for each of
the five . factors and the composite scche for the SET-I for the 19 B.S., 1975
graduateS Leaching above the third grade. The maximum possible score for any

factoroT\the composite score is 400. Highest ratings were received ono the

factors oftFriendly and Cheerful and Knowledgeable and Poised. This is in
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agreement with the results of e first two years of the study., It should be

o noted that the mean scores on cert ctors areas much as 37 points higher
My...,,

than from the second year of the study.

Table 13 shows the results of the administration of the SET-II in the

classrooms of the 12 individuals teaching below the fourth grade. Mean scores'

on each of the five factors are similar to the'results reported in the second \_.)

year of. the study. (se Report 75-4).

An examination of the correlational pattern of the SET-I,with scores from,

other factors in the study approached those of first year subjects in,the first

year of the study (1973-74). No attempt was made to'study the correlational

pattern of the SET -II.'

Interaction Analysis

A ten categpry interaction analysis system was utilized to record observed

classroom behavior of the subjects. The system proposed by Amidon and Flanders

(3) was implemented with the aid'of three specially trained graduate assistants.
A set of three to four observations was made on each subject. Each set contained

from three to -eight 20 minute periods of ObserVatione .

.
.

Table 14 shows a summary of t4 means and standard deviations of the various

ratios for the observations. the data are comparable with that gathered duri

the previous..-AWo years of the study,;

The I/D ratio in Table 14 is'above the .50 aveLase for Leacherc,reported in

the work of Campbell and Barnes (4). More indireCt teaching ha's been associated

in some studies with higher student achievement and positive attitude formation.

The i/d ratio of 3.69 is also higher than the ratio of less than 11,0. reported

for the average teacher. The subjects in this study used more acceptance of

feeling, praising, or_encouraging than average...teachers. Other ratios in

Tab1.414 are similar to the ratios of teacheh reported in other studies.

Table 15 shows a summary of the average percentage of time spent by the

1975 graduates ativarious grade levels acting in each of the ten interaction

categories. In genern4ssyt antunt of direct influence increases from the lower

grades through the upper, grades 'of the secondary school. The amount of time

spent lecture increased almost 75 percent from the lower grades through the

upper levels of the higlichool.

orrelations..of Interaction Analysis scores from subjects (see Table 4)

indicate several minor correlations with scores from the COR similar to the

resluts obta'ed in past studies. A significant negative correlation was noted

between the ST/TT ratio and the Dull-Stimulating factor from the COR. A
significant negative correlation was noted between the Sil/Tot ratio and fhe

Harsh-Kindly factor from the COR, and,a significant positive correlation of

the Sil/Tot ratio and the Stereotyped-Original factor of the COR was noted.
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Table 12

Student Evaluation of Teaching-I, 1975 B.S. Graduates (N= 19)

Factor Mean SD,

Friendly and Cheerful

qh,

347.6 32.8
0

Knowledgeable and Poised 347.3 24.3

Lively and Interesting;: 303.5 38.7

Firm Control (Discipline) 304.8

Non-Directive (Democl.atic Procedyre) 247.5 48.6

Composite Store 311 25.7

Table 13

Student Evaluation of Teachila4=JII (Grades K-3)

1975 B.S. Graduates (N= 12)

Factor Mean SD

Rapport 5.8 0.7

Interactional Competence 4.4 . 0.2

Stimulating, Interaction Style 10.2 0.9

(Combination of"Rapport and
Interactional Competence)

Unreasonable Negativity 8.7 1.0

Fosterance of Self-Esteem 6.4 0.8

32



22

Table 14

Means and Standard Deviations for Interaction Analysis
1975 B.S. Graduates (N= 28)

Ratio Mean SD

Indirect/Direct Teaching (I/D) 0.75' 0.40

Indirect/Direct Teaching (i/d) 3.69 2.69.

Student Talk/Teaaer Talk, (ST/TT) 0.52 0.18

Silence/Total Teaching (Sil/Tot) 0.39 0.28

Lecture/Total Teaching (Lec/Tot) 0.52 0.12

Table 15

Average Perdentage of Time Spent by 1975 B.S. Graduate (D= 29)
by Grade Levels Acting in Each of the Teri Interaction Categories*

Grade Level 1 2 3 4 -5 8 9 10

Grades K-3 (N= 15) 0.0 9.0 0.4 11.8 24.7 6.8 0.6 15.9 11.0 19.7
Air

Grades 4-6 (N= 7) 0.0 7.9 0.8 13.1 26.7 4.0 0.8 14.7 14.9 17.2

Grades 7-9 (N= 5) 0.0 7.9 0.6 15.1 30.8 3.0 0.0 16.3 12.5 13.9

Grades 10-12 (N= 2) 0.0 1.9 0.0 5.1 42.1 40'5 ,0.5 -6.5 8 36.6

All Grades (N= 29) 0.0 8.1 0.5 12.2 27.4 5.1 0.6 15.0 '11.8 19.3

*Categories 1-4, Indirect Influence of Teacher; 1=Accepts Feelings, 2=Praises or
Encourages, 3=Accepts or Uses Ideas of Students, 4=Asks Questions.
Categories 5-7, Directo Influence of Teacher; 5=Lecturing, 6=Giving Direction,
7=Criticizing or Justifying Authority.
Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student Talk-Response, 9,mStudent Talk-Initiation.
Category 10, Silence,or Confusion.
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Classroom Observation Record

23
4

The Classroom Observation ReCord was completed on each subject by the

observers at the conclusion of each vis-t ,Items 1 through,.4,of.the instrument

assess four dimensions of pupil behavior and the remaining 18 items assess

dimensions of teacher.behalflor. Table contains a summary of the means and

standard deviation§ for each of the 22 items of the instrument for the B.S.

level 1975 graduates. The lowest mean score on the Pupil Behavior dimension

was item 4 (Depending-Initiating). Lowest mean scores for the Teacher Benavior

section were items 10 (Dull-Stimulating),-11 (Stereotyped-Original),

19 (Inflexible-Adaptable),'and 22 (Narrow-Broad). It should be noted that

several Of these items have been found to be low in the first two years of the

study.
.

Summary .

In summary this chapter has presented an overview of the resul of the

second year of the application of the Tennessee Technological Univ sity

Evaluation Model to a, new group of (1975) B.S. level graduates. T e career

base line data gathered on the subjects in this study ,,,as comparable to that

from other studies. The ratings of the teacher preparation program ag in are

(\,p,comparable With chose obtdined-during the last several years. In general,

rincipals*rated the subjects'Cluite highly in such areas as ability to work

with llow teachers, ethical behavior, and knowledge and understanding of the

subj ct
/\

matter taught. Students perceived the subjects in a manner similar

to'the principals. based on measuies obtaiae'd with .he California F-Scale
the subjects were to some degree non-authoritarian in their beliefs. Employing

interaction analysis and a classroom observation scale revealed that the

subjects were using more indirect than direct teaching methods and were

exhibiting many of the characteristics of good,teachers as reported in the

literature. The results are similar to the first year results; however,

significant differences were noted in the correlational patterns of the scores.

9A i
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Means

Table 16

and Standard Deviations for Each Dimension of the Clastroom Observation
Record, 19'75 B.S. Graduates (N= 30)..

DimensiOn tie an SD

Pupil Behavior

1. Apathetic-Alert

2. Obstructive-Responsive

3. Uncertain- Confident

4. Depending-Initiating

Teacher Behavior

5. Partial-Fair

6. Autocratic-Democratic

7. Aloof-Responsive

8. Restricted- Understanding

9. Harsh-Kindly

10. Dull-Stimulating

11. Stereotyped-Original

12. Apathetic-Alert

13. Unimpressive-Attractiv

14. Evading-RespnrisiblP

"15. Erratic-Steady

Excitable -P ised
et.

17. Undertain-Confident,

401

4

6.1 0.8

5.7 0.8

5.9 0.8

5.8 0.8

6.4

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.3

5.7

' 5.6

6.4

6.4

6.5

6.3

6.3

6.3.

18. Disorganized-Systematic 6.1

19. Inflexible-Adaptable 5.8

20. Pessimistic-Optimistic 6.4

21. Immature-Integrated 6.5

35
22. Narrow-Brodd'

0.5

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.8

k.8

0.8

0.6

0.8

0.8

0.7

0.8

0.7

0.7

5.8 0.8
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Table 18

Teaching Level of M.A. Subjects (N7 12)

28

Grade level. No.

Kindergarten - Grade 3 4

Grades 4 - 6 3

Grades 7 - 9 '2

Grades 10 - 12 1

Special Education 2

. Percent

33..3

25.0

164,6

8.3

16.6

the lowest raking was given to the library and its holdings. The strongest

area as perceived by the graduates was interest of the faculty' in the students.

The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core graduate
education courses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory to very unsatisfactory).

Table 2U shows the results of this pease of the sLiay. --"Courses receiving the

highest ratings were those that are generally considered to be highly practical.

No courses received substantially low ratings.

Principal Evaluation of Subjects'

The principal of each subject was asked t9 complete two instruments
designed to evaluate, weaknesses and strengths of the individual. The first

instrument consisted of 59 items related to the teacher preparation program of

the subjects and has been used foK thp-past six' years in the evaluative efforts

of the Office of the Associate Deap. FTable 21 shows the percentage ratings for

each item for the M.A. level, 1975 graduates. The ratings were similar to those

reported for the 1975 B.S. level graduates.

Principals were also asked to complete the Teacher Evaluation by Supervisor

Form. Table 22 shows the results for the 197M.A. graduate's. In general,

the ratings of these individuals were comparable- with those of other groups in

the study and for the 1974 M.A. level graduates. Comparison of the 1974 and

1975 data by use o1 the t-test indicatbd no 'significant differences at the .05
level of confidence:'

so

The correlational pattern of the four factors from the principals
-

evaluation (Table 16) revealed results similar to those reported in Chapter II

of this report. Similar results were in evidence in'the study carried out in

1974-75.

-1.
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CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA, 1975 M.A. GRADIJATES

Chapter III contains a presentation and analysis of data for those
individuals who received the M.A. in 1975 and were participating in the study
for the first year. Information pertinent to those who received the B.S. was
presented in Chapter II. Means, standard deviations and/or frequency counts
and correlations are presented in tabular form for the variables studied.
aplianatory information is included to facilitate the reader's understanding
and usage of the report.

The data are presented in seven parts with each section corresponding to
a major instrument used to gather data. Each section contains summary statistics
as well as a discussion of the relevant variables that were correlated in the
study. Table 17 shows the intercbrrelation matrix of 43 selected variables,
which is..applicable to the M.A. individuals in tht study. Only variables
significant at er beyond the .05 level will be discussed in the remainder of
this report.

An understanding of,Chapters I and II of this report is essential for the
effective utilization of bhp remainder of the report. Also, Resports 74-4 and

75-4 should be used as a companion guide, to obtain additional information that
may be of interest to the reader (in particular copies of relevant instruments
and first year data).

'Career Base Line Data

This section contains a summary of some preliminary career base line data
for the M.A., 1975 subjects (N= 12) in the study. The subjects had taught a
mean of 4.3 years with a range of experiences from 1 to 10 years. Their overall
mean graduate quality point average was 3.75 with a standard deviation of 0.35.
The_mean Miller Analogies Test score for the group was'41.1 which placgd them
at approximately the 60 percentile based on national norms. Table 18 shows a
summary of the teaching level of the 12 M.AT-Tevel individuals. It will be
noted that a majority was teaching below the high school level.

Further information on the graduates of the M.A. program can be obtained
through a variety of reports available through the Office of the Associate Dean
of the College of Education. No further data will be at this point.

General Information-Teacher Preparation Inventory
r

All subjects were asked to complete a rating sheet with-regard to certain
courses and other areas of emphasis related to their teacher preparation program.
Data were obtained from all 12 subjects and are comparable with information from
'other studies 9i larwr,pumbers of graduAt es. Table 19 shows the results of the
survey conducted as a part of the study reported in this document. I.% general,

37



TABLE 17

C0RRELATIOil MATRIX OF SELECTED VARIABLES-1975 li.A. L

Itatioaal 'Loather Examination

3 SD 1 2 3 4 5 7 10 11 12 13 14 ' 15 16 17 IS 11 20 21

1. Teachtna Area Exam. 614.5 71.7 11 1000 631 I13 252 5977:4 -130 -260 -134 -711 -279 449 -236 Zia 014 048 -336 027 -024 -016 -200

2. Prof. Ed. it 227.5 36.1 12 1000 833 023 5 o 121 232 544 186 -3744 534 752 464 -36d 541 514 -208 194 408 206 -257

3. Ceopooite 1.01.5 140.3 11 1000 48 ' 715 -406 ,-113 -028 -100 -628 -136 636 -104 636 154 117 -301 090 091 -007 -303

Iftla lit, Point Average

4. Overall Grad. AV. 3.75 036 12 1000 437 -219 -502 -099 -306 231 -451 -143 -418 615 -495 -406 194 044 -.23 201-L- -257 -

American Colin. Teat

5. Gonvoit 20.3 5.4 10 1000 -172 221 405 306 -486 -515 in -563 4:',0 -471 -473 101 102 213 110; -214

Principal

6. 1
ea

4.1 0 1r ! 1000 491 tiP 682 cos $25 -111:-...-1-56 435 63 92 542 -321 -031 -173 515

7. 11 4.1 0 6 9 1000 541 591 -169 146 771 378 -473 to 709 604 -418 017 -70i 661

S. III 4.1 0.$ 9 IW0 956 147 773 341 340 767 415 472 83$ 206 511 -136 154

9. IV 4.1 0 S 1 0 1009 138 ,,190 .350 363 -487 502 134 710 138 410 -106' 6±0_

California If-Scale .r.

-----10. .--7:Scale 90 3 15 1 11
1000 5 -061 474 -541 256 323 505 164 -262 4 5 -035

ttudeot Lvaluarloq of Teaching-1

11: I 317 7 50 1 6

12. II 34.3 28 2 6

13. III 261.7' 75.1 6

14. IV 302.0 30.0 6

15. V 241.5 74.6

16. IV 217 3 38.1 6

LaaZarac&on Maly. is

17. i/al 1.51! 137 11

18 1/D 0.47 0.26 11 '

11. ST/Tr 0.41 03S I I

20. 511/Tor 031 0 34 11

c/Tot -"e"-*"..--0-.;11--.7)..II 11

groat Observationion Record

22. 1 0.7. 10

2'1. 2. 5.9 0.1 10

24. 3 6.2 1).S 10

25. 4 6 1 0.7

26. 5 6.6 0.5 10
v

27. 6 6.6 0 5 10

28. 7 6.T 0.5 10

26'. 8 6.1 0.5

Iv 6. 5 10

.4,4 31. 10, 0.7 10

32. 11 5.8 0.4 10

33.'12 6.6 ' 0. 7 10

34. 13 6 3 0.4 10

35. *14 6. 7 0.5 10

36. 15 6.7 0.5 10

37. 16 6.7 0.5 10

31. 17 6.7 O. 5 10

31. IS 6.3 0.5 10

' " 6.4 0.5 410

41. 20 6.7 0.5 10

42. 21 6.4 0.5 10

43. 22 6.6 0.5 10

10 676 ma -7A2 115 111 361 054 160 40 340

1000 524 -149 815 635 027 -399 -014 - 77 504

1000 -710 136 tg -013 -170 -122 27 314

1000 -531 -551 -295 -530 -446 6 114

1000 251 111 -254 -038 /012 601

1000 060 -218 -013 '119 :AO

.16

1000 138 051 016 230

1000 .611 529 -Es

1000 312 -411

1000 -12.1

1000

4

inilitatos a torralat tor; aignif (cant at or beyond the,.05 level. MCLO.111 points hay. bean o14134d.

t Nri
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A

A. URADOATES tit FIRST YEAR OF STUDY
.

21 22 2) 24 25 26 27 25 - 3379 10 31 11- 34 35 36 37 341 S5. 31 40 41 42 1143 2 rt4

-

-200 487 -414 -271 -206 -10/ -101 017 087 -127 411 813 207 154 087 087 '087 087 472 -494 087 087 -101

-217 597 114 180 :17 133 113 .49 449 005 444, ' 383 501 482 .41 449 449 449 442 -127 441 213. 447

-303 540 -214 -070 -074 1)0 1)0 377 177 223 27 564 457 334 ' 377 377 377 377 42 -371 377 377 207

-257 -375 176 091 -310 048 088 264 261 3/- 22 200 -174 168 1268 203 248 -013 -127 26$ 18 199

-214 4.14 -129 112 064 561 563 529 521 441 57) 637 549 221 521 529 529 529 ' 401 215 529 3 511

515 21' 500 311 370 000 000 000 009 000 204 -21.2 207 416 000 000 000 000 -215 281 000 298

660 ,0 324 385 454 455 013 79 -11) -227 -277 516 545 093 093 013 093 -124 480 09) -20\7 124

,154 612 76) 679 365 365 404 430 500 000 000 508 534 408 404 408 408 000 354 408 000\ 364

502 601 416 4Q0 363 408 408 403 364 000 -104 482 507 364 404 106 494 -090 368 496 -101 3114

-015 -S38 729 276 -024 -287 -289 -413 -413 04) -484 -140 -464 -560 -41) -41) -41) -413 -718 -212 -41) -11) 316

340 397 147 - 3)7 3.87 -437 -437 .437 -4)7 -012 -814 -205 -437 000 -4)7 -4)7 -4)7 -437 -654 -437 -4)7 -597 -4)7.

504 310 -270 -251 -426% 404 -408 -406 '14 -362 -316 371 -408 000 -408 -408 -408 -408 -099 -408 -408 -310 -408

384 080 359 141 286 -555 -555 -555 -555 -191 -112 -661 -555 000 -555 -555 -555 -555 -162 -555 -555 010 -555

164 -340 -635 -698 4 1 2 125 125 125 t25 -3111-4- 700 431 125 000 125 125 125 1 2 5 563 125 125 00 125

601 541 -085 -104 044 -727 .727 -727 -727 -427 -539 -224 - 727 000 -727 -737 -542 -727 -727 -541 -727

.,34 37. 'A2 069 -063 673 -673 -675 -673 -378 =730 -240 - 673 000 -473 3 -673 -673 -657 -67) -673 -372 -673

230 -055 475 716

-855 -035 364 542

-418 011 368 310

.411 -4J.5 265 -065

1000 154 -071 -w

247 -006 -006 -\164 -164 134 -072 147 000 -3 -164 -164 -164 -164 319 167 -164 220 -125

475 -011 -011 019 917 557 055 387 -0 -296 099 099 099 099 069 -278 099 -12) -110

420 042 042 271 271 466 184 34. 190 062 271 271 271 271 587 233 271 265 31

'257 _500 -510 -210 -210 -1943 0 271 -38) -496 -210 -210 -210 -210 088 -355 -210 -146 0)2

-1311 -016 016 -216 -216 -571 184 7151 01) 275 -216 -216 -216 -216 -160 311 -214 -084 -02.7

-132 251 602 333 383 307 107 116 000 -156 S t 8 625 307 307 307, 307 0)4 -064 307 064 064

1000 718 513 148 148 447 7 621 381 -060 472 241 447 447 447 447 079 344 447 393 393

1000 71.11 422 422 401 401 614 181 115 484 115 401 401 401 401 -150 281 401 112 117

1000 408 408 405 43 532 000 -246 517 429 405 405 405 405 -094 175 405 117 117

1000 1022 421 602 323 102 721 612 802 e22 802 802 085 667 302 18.2

1000 toz 822 601 323 102 771 612 101 402 10.2 102 089 it 802 212

-1000 1990 81) 690 _258 921 Lt+ 1000 1000 too° 1000 421 535 1000 .812 to?

100 0 cio 211 -121 264 1000 1 000 1000 1000 429 535 10G0 $02

1 4, 1 373 674 373 1.13. 81) 16) 304 1.11 601 col

1000 195 .7_15 395 HO 620 610 323 110 116

1000 075 -250 218 211 218 218 327 -102 102

1000 829 921 921 921 921 _ 15T5 492 921 719 7 39

1000 764 164 764 76 .fi 327 408 764 Q. 2 .111

1000 1 000

1000

1000 1000

429 5)5 1000 !91

421 535 wo

4.(21 535 : 1102

low 429 535 1000 (02 102

1000 356 429 049 535

1000 535 250 667

1000 1202 6.01.

1000 all
1000

/

(.
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Table 18

Teaching Level of M.A. Subjects (N- 12)

28

p

Grade bevel. No. , Percent

Kindergarten - Grade 3 4

Grades 4 - 6 3 25.0

Grades 7 - 9 '2 16.6

Grades 10 - 12 1 8.3

Special Education 16.6

the loWest raking was given to the library and its holdings. The,strongest,

area as perceived by the graduates was interest of thefaculty' in the students.
e

. . ,.-,
, , 1

The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core/graduate .U-

education courses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfattou to very unsatiSfactory).'

Table 20 shows the results of this phase of the st:Citourses receiviilg the

highest ratings were those that are generally -coniidered to be highly practical.

No courses received, substantially low ratings.

Principal EValuati&ot of Subjecte
0,

The principal of each subject was asked to compietetwo instruments
designed to evalUate-weaknesses.and strengths of the individual. The first

instrument consisted of.' 59 items related to the teacher peparation program of

the subjects and has been used foc tIlp-past six' years in the evaluative efforts

of the Office of the Associate Dean. Table 21 shows the percentage ratings for

each item for the M.A. level, 1975 graduates. The ratings were'similarto those

reported for the 1975 B.S. levelw'graduates.

Principals were also asked to complete the-Teacher Evaluation by Supervisor

Form. Table 22 shows the result's for the1974vA.A. graduates. In general,

the ratings of these individuals were comparabl.ewith those of other groups in
the study and for the 1974 M.A. level graduates. Comparison of the 1974 and

1975 data by use Ofb the t-test indicated no 'significant differences at the .05

level of confidence?
, 40

The correlational pattern of the four factors from the prin4ipal's

evaluation (Table 16) revealed: results similar to those reported in Chapter-II

of this report. Similar results were in evidence in'the study c rried out in

1974-75.

4'0
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Table 25

Means and Standard Deviations for Interaction Analysis
1975 N.A. Graduates (N= 11)

Ratio Mean SD

Indirect/Direct Teething (I/D)

Indirect/ Direct Teaching (i/d)

Studen alk/Teacher Talk (ST/TT)

Silence TOtal.Teaching (Sil/Tot)

Lecture Teaching (Lec/Tot)

0.47

1.59

0.49

0.39

0.58

0.26

1.37

0.38

0.34

0.18

Table 26'

Average Percentage of Time Spent by 1975 M.A. Graduates (N= 11)
Cr;Ide Tnvelq Acting in rach of the Ten.Tpterartion Categories*

Grade Level 1 2 3 4 5 6 / 8 9 10
<0.

Grades K-3 (N=4) 0.2 6.3 1.5 , 11.9 21.5 7.2 0.2 16.3 8.6 26.4

Grades 4-6 (N=3) 0.0 6.9 0.2 10.3 32.7 3.0., 0.6--'11.7 20,8e 13.8

Grades 7-9 (N=1) 0.0 1.3 0.3 2.8 58.9 18.3 2.3 2.3 11.8 2.3

Grades 10-12 (N=2) 0.0 2.5 0.2 5.0 60.8 1.2 0.0 3.8 12.8 13.8

All Grades (N=10) 0.1 5.2 0.7 9.1 36.4 5.8 0.5 11.0 13.4 17.7

*Categories 1-4, Indirect Influence of.Teacher; 1=Accepts Feelings, 2=Praises
or Encourages, 3=Accepts or uses Ideas of Students, 4=Asks Questions.
Categories 5-,7, Direct Influence of Teacher; 5=Lecturing, 6-Giving Directions,
7=Criticizing or Justifying Authority.
Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student Talk-Response, 9=Student Talk-Initiation.
Category 10, Silence or,Confusion.

.46
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Personality Scale **
* - .

The California F-Scale.Fotms 45 and 40 was used to assess one aspect of

the personality of the subjects. .The 1975, M.A. subjects completed tlle

instrument with a mean score of 99.3 and a standard deviation of 15.1,\ The

subjects appeared to be lesS authoritarian than those individuals who h just

completed tiipB.S. This supports the findings of a'rv.cent study by d.x. and

Turck (1), torrelation of the F-Scale with selected'variables indi ated .

pattern similar to that reported for the B.S.levelVgraduates. .

--'---''--------Table 2,1.

Percentage Ratings of Selected Items by Principals (N= 12). -

A

ITEM

Understanding the goals of the schob

Personal appoaranco

Enthusiasm for the teaching profession

Adaptattitity in tho classroom

Cooperation and denoridabilitY

Attitudes toward children

Attitudes toward fellow teochors

Attitudes toward suporvisors

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 s, 33.3 66.6

0.0 0.0 . 0.0 , 0.0 22.2 77.7

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 0:121 33.3, 66.6

' 0.0. 0.0 11.1 53.3 55.5

0.0 0.0 '0.0 -33.3 66.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 11:1^ 44:4 44.4
-

0.0 0.0 020 0.-0 66.6 ala.
Accuracy in maintaining official records and
roports a -11,1_ 0.0 :0,0 29,0 .L_ 22.2 66.6

i-
Understanding and using courses of study and
curriculum guides 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 -.. 22.2 2 55.5

Making effoctive use of community resourCes 0:0 0.6 0.0 11.1 ....""-55.5 33.3

0.0- 0.0 11.1 11.1' 33.3 44.4Handling disciplinary Problems

Getting acquainted with the community and its
Peo0*

Kamm() abiesst.of recent professional dovoloproonto

Evatumogowilamwessempress
Motivating pupils who seem disinterosted r

ftolationships with paronts
.-

patticipason in Professional ,octivivos

Potential for,.advancernent in tho profession
w

RelatIOnShiloS with fellow leachers

'overall effectiveness of this d 0 r SOn in COrnoart son
With othor teachers in your school

.0_0 0.0

--(La-
0.0

-ILO--
0.0

_6.0

-.11a-
0.0

Q. 0 0.0 0.Q
p.6

t
. 0.0 0. 0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0, 0.0 0.0

0.0. 0.0

...0,1 A6.6 31.3

111_ ...7.1.1.. 77.7 .

1.1L1.., 22.2 66:6

0.0 77.7 22..2

0.0 33,3 66.6

,34,1:_, 44.4 44.4

11.1 31,2_ ia,1_

0,0 55.5 ALL_

0.0' 44.4 55.5

Oveiall qualifications of this poison to torch in
your Particular school situation - 22.2 77.7

42
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Table 21 Cpntinuea
31 -

I. Teaching perso-iality

a. Ability to work with children

b. Ability to work with colleagues

c. Ability to work with members of the comrn.mity

d. Ability to maintain a friendly discesition

U. At), ItY to lead a wett.iounded life. to enjoy
work and Dray

I. Ability to work with pansies

2. &on/m knowledge and understanding or

a. The onysical sciences

G. The biapPoical sciences

C. ,Arrofican Culture and institutions

'd. Art me sic, literature, Dholoshy

Mahe -nett CS

Ability le use the Engl uage effectively

4. Knowledge and understanding of Mb subject taught

S,\ Understanding of etadion and youth:

a. insight into reuses of behavior

b. Skill in working with exceptional childron (the
bright. thli dull, the handecoppOre

,
C. Skill incirouowOrx

-.

d. Skill in maintaining discipline i

e. Skill in guidance of children

8. Lindarstandino of the nature of the learning Process

a. Skill in helping stodents dotannin objectives

b. Skilrin motivating students

c. Skili In DuDil103ChOr Dlarinincr...

d. Skill m usin1;\a variety of teaching methods

a. Skill ir,ovaluating pupil growth and class
Procedures with pupils >

t4::..

, .

f. Ability to cnnstruct aPPrCtiriate toStS mid
!bermes mhtorialS

O. Skill in tho °DOI icetion of foaming theory
in the classroom

h. Skill in providing difforontiated learning
exdonences for various giouas and individuals

7. KMowlecluO of sourcos of h9eChing materiels':

a. Pentosf meter:els

b. Audio-visual materials

C. Conrnunityresourcos

d. Library and library materials

8, As.,iiity to uoo teachino materials effectively a

9. NeoNledge and undOrstanding ot:

a. The outpost's of the school in relation to the
overall puiPoSe of society

b. The social structure of the community one its
moaning for education

c. The institutions of the community

0.0 0.0 _2).3 66.6

-

.

a

0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 33,3 66,-6

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.5

0.0 '0.0 0.0' 0,0 - 44.4'

.44.4

55.5

0.0 0.0 0.01.. 0.0 44.4 55,i

0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.4 55.5

22:2 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3' 33.3

22.2 ., 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 33.3

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.5 33.3

0.0- 0.0 Q.0 13.3 66,6

Q.0

.Q.0

0.0- 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 -22.2 66.6

.0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0. 22.2 7717

0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 33.3 55.5

0.0 0.0

*

11_,.L._

0.0

,

_0_,_Q__ ..51,.5....

111_ 44.4

.11,2_

44.4,0.0,

0.0

.Q.Q

0.0 Lla__
0.0

11.1 11.1 66.6

_m__

0.0 ,

Ajl 44.4 55.5_.0,..0
,

0.0

°

0.0
i.

0.0 . 55.5 33.3

0.0 0.0 0.0 55.5 44:4...LL
11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 55.5

07r.s0 0.0 0:0 0.0 66.6 33',3

0.0 0.0....: 0.0 11.1 44.4 33.3

0.0 0.0

.

0.0. ALA_ °.,55.5.:..

66.60.0 0.0 '0.0 0.0

0. 0 0. G 0,0 --' 33.3...a. .D.....

o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 44.4

_66.6

55.5

0.0 0.0

_'

,0.0 0.0 55.5 44.4

0.0
---.--

-0.0

----......-
0.0.

.-.-
0.0 77.7 22.2

-11.11-

0.0
-0-0--
0.0

-0-0--
0.0

ss s 44-4...0.0.__

0.0 144.4 55.5

0.0 0.0 0.0

'

0.0 33.3 66.6

0. 0 0.0 0.0 . 33.3 66.6:
0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 55.5 . 44.4

d. The difforont value-Patterns of socialeconomic
claSies

a. The economic life of tho community

1. Appropriate °truce) behavior of the teacher

-ILA -1L11_.

-.ILLL:
0.0

n.n n.o '14.1 66.6

...-11.41.-

0. 0"
11.1)..... LILL. 33,3 66_6
p.0 0.0 - 22,2 - 77.7
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Student Evaluation of Teaching

Two forms of the Student Evaluation of Teaehing were employed in thee

study. The SET-I was used with children of subjects above the third grade,

- while the SET-II was used with children og subjects below the fourth grad

Table 23 shows the means and standard deyiatiops of scqres for the 6 M.A2.

level subjects teaching above the third grade. In general the stores were

comparable with those from other groups. The correlational pattern of the six
,

scores with the. ether_ variables in .the study was Similar to that reported" in

Chapter,II.

Table 24 shows a summary of the ,results of the use of the-SET-II with
those M.A.:Graduates teaching below thefourth grade level. The results are

comparable with other groups in the study. No correlational study was made

.ofthesevariables.

Comparisons of data for the SET-I and SET-II for 1975 and 1974 M.A. level

graduates indicated no significant differencest. There is a need for further

study of these variable.

Table 22

Means and Stan and Deviatiohs of Principals'' Ratings of 1975 M.A.

Gradua s on Four Dimensions of Teaching (N= 1,2)*

Dimensions- Mean
,

SD

Subject Matter Competence

Relations With Students.

Appropriateness of Assignments

Ovefall Effectiveness

4.1 0.9

0.8

0.8

0.8

*Ratings are on a 1-5 scale with 5 being the highest score.

Interaction Analysis

Table 25 shows a summary of the means and standard deviations of the
various ratios for the_ observations made as apart of the use of the Interaction
Analysis with the M.A. 1075 graduates., The data. are comparable with that

gathered for the B.S. level individuals. It appeared that the. M.A. graduates

were using more 'indirect teaching techniques than the corresponding B.S. levels

graduates. The correlatiornal patterns shown in Table'17 are t6 those

for; the B.S. level graduates,(seeTable 4), There were no significant

,
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differences' between
indication that the
techniques than the

the 1974 and 1925 M.A. graduates. However, there was an
1975 graduates were using more, ndirect teaching
M.A. graduates.

Table 23-

Student Evaluation of Teaching-I, 1975 M.A. Graduates (N= 6)
%

Factor Megns-,

r.
SD

Friendly and Cheerful

Knowledgeable and Poised

Lively and Interesting

Firm Control (Discipline)

Non-Directive (Democratic Procedure) op

Composite Score

317.7,

348.3

269.7

302.0

249.5

297.3

50.1

'28.2

75.1

30.0

74.6

38.1.

Table 24

Student Evaluation of Teaching-II (Grades K-3), 1975 M:A. Graduates (N= 5)

Factor Mean SD

Rapport

Interactional Competence-
\

Stimplating, Interaction Style
(Combination of Rapport and
Interactional Competence)

Unreasonable Negativity

Fosterane4Blf Self-Esteem

5.7

4.6

10.3

10.3

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.6

A 7.0 0.3

4

4J
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Classroom Observation Record

The Classroom Observation Record was completed on each subject by the

observers at the conclusion of each visit. Items 1 through 4 of the instrument

assess four dimensions of pupil behavior, and the remaining 18 items assess

dimensions of teacher behavior. Table 27 contains a summary of the means and
.

standard deviations for each of the 22 items of the instrument for the M.A.

evel, 1975-g:raduates7.- The lowest mean scores on the Teacher Behavior Scale

was 11 (Stereotyped-Original). In general the ratings of the M.A. graduates

were higher than for the B.S. graduates. Many of the characteristics of good

eteachers were not in this phase of the study. The correlational patterns

of the two groups, for this factor, were similar.

Summary

In summary this chapter has 'presented an overview of the results of the

second year of the application of the Tennessee Technological University

Evaluation nodel to a new group of 1975 N.A. level graduates. The ratings of

the teacher preparation program are comparable with those obtained in other

larger studies. In general, principals rated the subjects high in all areas.

however, some weaknesses were noted. Students perceived the subjects in a

manner similar to the principals. Based on measures obtained with the
California F-Seale the subjects were to some degree non-authoritarian in their

beliefs. Employing interaction analysis and a classroom obServation scale
revealed that the subjects were using more indirect than direct teaching merods

and were exhibiting tiny of Lite cliaracteristics oi good teachets as lepoite

in the literature. The results are similar to the results obtained with B.S.

'level 1975 graduates and M.A. level 1974 graduates.

4

47
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eable 27

Means and Standard Deviations for Each Dimension of the Classroom
Observation Record, 1975 M.A: Graduates (N=11)

Dimension Mean

Pupil Behavior

6.3

5.9

6.2

1. Apathetic-Alert

2. Obstructive-Responsive

3. Uncertain-Confident

Teacher Behavior

6.65. Partial-Fair
a

6. Autocratic-DeMocratic 6.6

7. Aloof-Responsive 6.7

1(

8. Restricted-Underitanding 6.7

9. Harsh-Kindly 6.5

10. Dull- Stimulating 6.0

1.
11: Stereotyped-Original 5%8

-12. Apathetic-Alert 6 .6/)*

131 Unimpressive-Attractive 6.8

14. Evading-Responsible 6.7

....r.ALExkativSteady 6.7

1.
16. Excitable-Poised 6.7

17. Uncertain-Confident 6.7

18. Disorganized-Systematic

219. Inflexible- Adaptable 6.4

20. Pessimistic-Optimistic 6.7

21. Immature-Integrated

22. Narrow-Broad

6.6,

6.6

V

,36t,

i SD

-1

0.7 .

0.9

0.9

.6

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.7

4

0.7

0.7

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.5

0,4

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5
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CHAPTER IV

COMPARISON ANALYSES ACROSS THREE YEARS OS STUDY 1973, 19-7.01-71d 1975

During the course of operation of the Tennessee Technological University
Teacher Evaluation Model data have been collected about a number of variables,
The urpdse of this chapter ip to present a bridf summary of some of the
co arisons of'data that have been made across the three years of the study.

should be noted that there are.many other data analyses that will be performed

in the future. The comparisons presented_in this chapter are 711,e-t v,e,43.Lalt to

be essential in making decisions with regard to continuation and modification of
the basic teacher evaluation model.

o. -

This chapter is divided into three major sections as follows: correlational
data, study of first year (1973) subjects across three years, and liComparison
of all first year subjects across three years (1973, 1974,. and 1975): It should

be noted that the analyses are only representative Of the type information that
is available or that can be obtained.

C Comparison of Correlational Data

The study of correlational data has been an essential factor in all three
years of the study. In each yeas of the study'intercolielations -have been

ocomputed for a number of variables on each first year group of subjects (see
Tables 4 and 17 of this report for examples). As a continuation of the corre
lational studies an effort was made to compare the results of the first Year's
work (1973) with current results from the same group of subjects. Table 28
shdws the means, standard deviations, and correlations for 40 variables for the

werewho
have been_in all three years of the study. Data for variables 1-7

were collected in the first year (1973) of the study, while data for variables
8 through 40 were collected in the fall of 1975 (during the third year of the
study). It should be noted that the means and standard devia agshown for
variables 1 through 7 include data for,all first yea ects (1973, 1974 and

1975).

The correlationalpatterns for variables 1 through 7 when compared with the
,correlational pattern for the first year of the study (1973) are similar. The
correlational pattern for variables 8 throug"h,13 (Student Evaluation of TeachingI)
were again similar with the exception of variable 13, the composite score from
the SET. In this case a larger number of significant_correlations w &re noted
between the composite score, and variables from the Classroom Obsefvation Record
in the,first year of the study.

In the present study it will be noted that 'there were few significant
correlations for variables 14 through 18 (Interaction Analysis) and other factors
in the study. Howeveroqn the first year of the study there were a number of
positive correlations between the I/D and i/d ratios from the Interaction Analysis
phase of the study and variables from the COR. Also, there were a number of
significant negative correlations between the Lecture/Total ratio and variables

r
50
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rOm the COR.

40

The intercorrelational pattern,between the first -year of the study and the
present year (1975) for variables-19 thr9ugh 40 (Classroom Obswvation Record)
were similar. No explanation can b at this time for the differerices
in the correlational patterns between the tw sep-rate years of the study.

In a further attempt to study the ariations in the correlational patterns
across the three years of the study, T le 29 was constructed. This table shows
a compa of the number of signific nt correlations for each of the years of

study 'for first year subjects. The nuMber of significant correlations has
generally decreased-across the three years (1973 "a", 1974 "b" and 1975 "c") for
variables 1 through 21: The number of significant correlations noted for _

variables 22 through 43 (Classroom ObservatiOn Record) has remained constant
z'
across the three years of thest.udy.. At ails time no explanations:can be offered
for the variation in correlational pattepls.

.

Couarison Study of Subjects Who Have Been in Study Three Years

This section i)resents a summary of a comparison of the information col ected
n those subjects who initially entered the study in 1973 and have remained' n
he project for three years. Comparison data are presented for four primary

instruments used in the study. The principal statistical tool used to determi e
significant differences was the analysisof variance technique. In 1973 a tot
of 53 subjects entered the program: This number has been reduced by attrition
to 32 in 1974 and 26 in 1975.

Principals' Ratings

Table 30 shows a comparison of the means and standard' deviations for the
principals ratings of the subjects across the three year period. Table 31 shows_
the results of the application of the analysis of variance technique. There .1t.

were no significant differences in the ratings given by the principals on each
of the four faCtors of the instrument aCross the three year period. In genera
the subjects received ratings in excess of 4 on a scale of 5 to 1, with 5 b ng
the highest possible score.

Table 30

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS` RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1973-1975) FOR SUBJECTS
IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD.

FaCtor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974 (N=25) GRP 1975 (N=20)
SD X SD X SD

I 4.09 . 0.73 4.08 0.76 4.15 ) 0.75

II 4.11 ,0.85 4.08 0.95 4.15 0.88

III 4.18 . 0.72 3.92 0.70 4.35 0.75

IV 4.09 0.70 4.08 0.81 4.10 0.79

53
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REE YEARS (DATA ON VARIABLES 8 -40 COLLECTED DURING 1975-76)

1000 436 423 353 299 32 332 -S 030 177 215 234 126 21

1000 561 028 302 355 424 232 481 041

1000 241 423 426 1_50 051 395

1000 604 itsri 539

1000 879

6

-015 -066 -076 -083 074

- 1 210 260 -108 075 107 369 029 066 175 115 153 105 063 056
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309

-07

079 -046 -036 -214 131 084 -007 -066 -087 084 079 000

Oil -019 -043 -131 -171 -081 245 -277 -270 -032 089 -235
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18 -.19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
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-112 -082 -166 100

101 231 1 205
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40

The intercorreiational pattern between the fi,-3tyear of the study and the
Present year (1975) for variables-19 through 40 (Classroom Obswvation Record)
were similar. No explanation can b 1 at tliis time fur the differences

in the correlational patterns between the tw sep,rale years of the study.

In a further attempt to study the ariations in the correlational patterns
across the three years of the study, T le 29 was constructed. This table shows
a conpa '-eIrrn of the number of signific nt correlations for each of the years of

study for, first year subjects. The number of significant correlations has
generally decreased-across the three years (1973 "a", 1974 "b" and 1975 "c") for
yarfables 1 through 21: The number of significant correlations noted for
variables 22 through 43 (Classroom ObservatiOn Record) has remained constant
across the three years of the study.- At this time no explanations can be offered
for the variation in correlational patterns.

r.

Comparison Study of Subjects Who Have Been in Study Three Years

This section Presents,a summary of a comparison of the information col
n those subjects who initially entered the study in 1973 and have remained'
he project for three years. Comparison data are presented for four primary

instruments used in the study. The principal statistical tool used to determi e
significant differences was the analysis of variance technique. In 1973 a tot
of 53 subjects entered the program: This number has been reduced by attrition
to 32 in 1974 and 26 in 1975.

Principals' Ratings

Table 30 shows a comparison of the means and standard' deviations for the
principals ratings of the subjects across the three year period. Table 31 shows_
the results of the applftation of the analysis of variance technique. There 't

were no significant differences in the ratings given by the principals on each
of the four factors of the instrument across the three year period. In genera
the subjects received ratings in excess of 4 on a scale of 5 to 1, -with 5 b ng

the highest possible score.

Table 30

COUPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1973-1975) FOR SUBJECTS
'IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD.

FaCtor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974 (N=25) GRP 1975 (N =20)

SD X SD SD

4.09. 0.73 4.08 0.76 4.15 1 0.75

4.11 .0.85 4.08 0.95 4.15 0.88

4 . 18 0.72 3.92 0.70 4.35 0.75

4.09 0.70 4.08 0.81 4.10 0.79

9
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Table 31

Com of Principals' Ratiw, o Sarle Subjects

197375 (3 Years.) by use of,Analyis bf Variance

A

Source df
,

M. Sq. F -Ratio

Factor-I

Between 2 0.137 0.03 0:06

Within 88 48.04 C.54

Total. 90 48.11

Factor-II

Between 2 0.-05 0.03

Within 88 68.85 0.78

Total 90 ' .68.90

factor -TIT

Between . 2.. '1.08 0.13

Within

Total

86

88

44.94

47:10

0.52'

. I
Factor-IV

Between 2 0.01 0.01 0.01

Within 86 49.28 0.57

Total 88 . 49.29
4.

.
.

t

Student Evaluation of Teaching ', .

. \ I OP
t

TableB2 shows, a comparison of,the means and standard deviations for achy
of the give factors and.the tbtal segre (VI) foi. the .Stpdent Evaluation of
Teaching for the three year period. Table 33 shows the results of.tHe appli ation '

of. the.analysis of variance technique. It was noted that there was nonsignificant
difference in the ratings of the subjects by their students across the thiep
-year period. CompaxAsons of the data with the work of Sandefur and Adams (1)
indicated simil6r results for subjects'in the first year of their study (1973).

, .
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Table 31

Comp :icon of Principals' Rgtins oc_ Sar.e Subjects
1973-7 (3 Years) by use of-Analy,,is uf Variance

Source df

1
42

A

\\S\. Sus. ) M. Sq. F -Ratio
i

Factor-I
,-, V

Between 2 0..07 0.03
1
0:06

%

Within 88 48.04 ,0.54

Total.

l
90 , 48.11

Factor-II

Between

,

2 0:05 . 0.03' 4 0.03

Within 88 68.85 0.78 1
.

Total 90 ' 68.90

t

Frl,tor-TIT
-

Between , 2.. .1.7 1.08 0.13

c

Within 86 44.?4 0.52'

Total 88 47:10
t r

1

1r

Factor-IV
. .

Between v 2 0.01 0.01 0.01

.:, Within 86 49.28 0.57

Total 88 . 49.29
II-

t

.

..

A
Student fvaluation of Teaching

1 . iso,
i\ !

Tablei2 shows.a comparison 6 the means and standard deviations for ach
of the love factors and.the tbtal s pre (VI) for Ole .Stpdent Evaluation of
Teaching for the three year period. Table 33 shows the results of.tlieappli ation
of. the.analysis of variance technique. It was noted that there was no,significtnt
difference in the ratings of the subjects by their students across the three
year period. Comparisons of the data with the work of Sandefur'and Adams (1)
indicated similAr results for subjects'in the first year of their study (1973).

a
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Table 32

Comparison of SET-I Scores Across Three Years (1973-1975)
Por Subjects in Study For Total Period

Factor GRP 1973 (N=35) GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=14)

R SD SD R" SD .

I 334.0 51.1 341.3 40.8 338.4 44.4

II 342.9 53.7 347.6 31:1 - 355.0 25.5

304.1 61.1 . 297.3 52.7 298.0 56.5'

IV 308.3 37.5 303.2 38.7 300.2 32.2

V 250.2 48.3 260.0 52.5 275.9 36.8

4

VI-Total 309.1 2'.0 313.8 31.2 311.5 27.6

r

Table 33

Compaiispn of SET-I Scores of Same Subjects "1973-75 (3 years)
By Use of Analysis of Variance

Souiqe df S. Sqs. M. Sq. F-Ratio

Factor-I

Between 2 I . 807.0. 403.5 0.19

'Within 72 156,250.-0 2,170.1

Total 74 157,057.0

9
Factor-II

Between . 2 1,504.0 752.0,

Within 72 130,558.0 1,813.3

Total 74 132,062.0.

Factor-ITI

Between 2 982,Q 491.0

' Within 72 237,836.0 3,303:3

iotal 74 238,818.0'
4

57 I

0.42

0.15
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Table 33 (continued)
-A

Factor-IV --,

Bet een 2 794.0 397.0 0.29

With n 72 , 98,803.0, 1,372.3

Total
,

,Factor-V

74
,

.

99,597.0

A

Between
..

2 6,704.0 3,352.0 1.46

Within 72 ' 165,773,0 2,302,4. .-

Total 74 172,477.0 .
,

Factor-VI-Total

Between 2 334.0 167.0 0.17

Within 72 69,094.0 959.6

Total 74 69,428.0

Interaction Analysis

Table 34 shows the means and standard deviations across three years from
the results of the'ilpplication of the interaction analysis technique.' table 35
shows the results of the application of the analysis of variance technique to the
data. A.significant difference (dr the.05 level) was noted in the Lecture/Total
redo. ApplicaLiou of a t-Lest. indicated Chat. there were si6aifiLant differencLs
between the first and third year and the second and third year. *In general, it,

appeared that the anotnt of lecturing to total teaching had increased from the
'first to the third year.

Table 34

Compariton of RatiosFrom Interaction Analysis Across
Three Years (1973-1975) for Subjects in Study for Total Period

Ratio GRP 1973 (N =43) . GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=23)

X SD X SD X SD

i/d 1.62 2.00
,

1.53 1.07 1.16 . 1.08

I/D 0.78 0.77 0.71 0.32 0.47 0.30

ST/TT 0.61 0.59 0.55 0.37 0.39 0.24

....

Sil/Tot 0.45 0.95 0.33 0.35 0.31 0.27

Lec/Tot 0.50 0.21 0.44 0.16 0.59 0.16

58
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Table 35

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis of Same Subjects
1973-75 (3 Years) by Use of Analysis of Variance

Source df S. Sqs. M. Sq. F-Ratio

lid Ratio

Between Z 3.1 126 1.05

Within 89 136.2
,

1.5

Total 91 139.3

I/D Ratio

Between 2 0.5 - 0.2 0.34

Within 89 62.8 0.7

Total 91

ST/TT Ratio

Between 2 0.-7 0.4 1.64

Within 89 19.4 0.2

Total 91 20.1

Sil/TOtRatio

Between 2 0.4 0.2 0.41

Within 89 42:5 0.5

Total 91 42.9'
a

Lec/Tot .Ratio

Between 2 0.3 . 0.14 4.27*

Within 89 3.0 0:03

Total 91 3.3

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Classroom Observation Record,

Table 36 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations from the

22 items of the Classroom Observation Record across the three years of the study.

Table 37 shows the results of the application of the analysis of variance

technique to the data. Fourteen variables were found...to be significantly different

(beyond the .05 level) across the three year period. Application of the t-test,

in all cases, indicated that there were significant differences between the fist

and second year data and between the second and third year data. In no case was

there a difference between the first and third year data. It is believed, that

due to the somewhat subjective nature of the instrument, pat the generally low

scores obtained during theisecond year of the study were due to a function of

the training that the gradliate assistants received. Although every effort was

made to achieve reliability in the data gathering process, difficulties arose
across the three years of the study: Therefore, it is hypothesized that there

were no significant differences across the three.years. This hypothesis will be

tested in the extension of the study into the fourth year for the subjects in

this.phasp of the data analyses.

Table 36

Comparison of'COR Scores Across Thrie Years (1973-1975)
For Subjects in Study' for Total Period

Factor GRP 19.73_(N =46)

X SD

GRP 1974 (N=26) GRP 1975 (N=23)

X SD k SD

- 1 6.0 0.9 5.1 1.2 6.0 0.9

2 5.8 0.9 5.0 1.1 5.7 0.9

3 5.6 1.0 4.9 1.1 5.6 1.3 .

4 5.2 1.2 4.9 1.3 5.5 1.3

5 6.1 0.8 5.5 1.1 6.4 0.7

6 5.7 1.0 5.2 1.1 5.7 1.3

7 6.1 0.9 5.5 1.4 6.1 1.4

8 6.2 0.8 5.4 1.2 6.1 1.3

9 6.? 0.7 5.8 0.9 6.1 1.2

"10 5.7 ' 1.0 5.2 1.2 5.3 1.2

11 5.4 1.1 5.2 1.1 5.5 1.2

12 6.1 0.8 5.5 0.9 6.1 1.0

13 6:3 0.7 5.3 0.9 5.9 1.3
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Table 36 (continued)

14 6.3 0.8 5.7 0.9 6.5 0.6

15 5.9 1.0 5.3 1.0 6.4 0.8

16 6.1 1.0 5..5 0.9 6.5 0.7

17 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.0 6.4 0.8

18 6.1 5.5 1.0 6.3 j

1

0.8

19 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.1 6.0 '1.1

20 5.8 1.1 5.3 1.1 6.1 1.2

21 6.0 0.9 5.4 0.8 6.2 0.7

22 5.8 0.8 5.1 1.0 5.3 1.2

1

Table 37

Comparison of COR Ratings of Same Subjects 1973-1975
By Use-of Analysis of Variance

-

(3 Yealrs)

Source df S. Sqs. M. Sq.' F-Ratio

Factor-1 i

)

I

Between 2 14.8 7.4 7.71**

Within 92 88.6 1.0

Total

p

94 103.4

Factor-2

Between 2 : 11.3 5.7 6.19**
4

Within 92 84.1 0.9

Total 94 95.4

r'
Factor -3'

Between 2 10.0 5.0 3.99*

Within 92 115.0
2 1.3

Total 94 125.0
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Factor -4

Between 2 , 5.0

Within 92 144.3

Total 94 149.3
..

Factor-5

Between 2 9.0

Within 91 66.0

. Total 9.1 \ 75.0

Factor-6

Between .2-- 5.6

Within 92 111.3

---

--7

Total 94 11649
\ ...-

Fattb--7

Betty en . i
;

2.2

\

Within 92' 129.6

Total\ 94, 136.7

Factor-8

Betwedn 2 9.8

Within 92 108.9,

1

Total 94 118.7

Factor -9

Betwee 2 - 3.4

Within 92 71.1

Total 94
.."

74.5

\

62

48

2.5 , 1.58,

1.6

4.5 6.19**

0.7

2.8 2.33
400'

1.2

4

3.6 2.54

4.9 4.16**

1.2

1.7 2.20

0.8
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Factor-10

Between 2 N. 5.2 2.6 1.97

Within 92 121.4 \ 1.3

Total 94 126.6

I

Factor -11

Between 2 1.8 0.9 . 0.75

Within 92 112.3 1.2

Total 94 114.1

Factor-12

Between 2 8.1 4.1 5.53**

Within 92 67.5 0.7

Total 94 75.6

Factor-11-----4

Between 2 13.9 7.0 7.74**
- _

Within 92 , 82.6 0.9

Total 94 96.5

Factor-14

Between 2 8.4 4.2 6.88**

Within 92 56.2 0.6

Total. 94 64.6

Factor-15

Between 2 15.7 7.$ 8.37**

Within 92 86.2 0.9

Total 94 - 101.9
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Table 37 (continued)

actor-16

etween 2 13.5

Within 92 075.4

Total 94 88.9

Factor-17

Between 2 14.5

Within 92 91.5

Total 94 105.9

Factor-18

Between 2 9.4

Within 92 90.6

Total 94 100.6

Factor-19

Between 2

Within 90

Total 92

45'

Fact' -20

5.7

116,3

122.0.

Between

Within

Total

FactOr-21

Between

Lel

7.2

91

2

91

-93

10.3

62.7

73.0

64

6.7 8.23**

0.8

7.2 7.27**

1.0

A.7 4.78**

1 . 0

2.8 2.20

1.3

3.6 2.87

1.2

5.1 7.47**

0.7
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Table 37 (continued)

Factor=22

Between 2 9.0 4.5 4.93**

'Within 90 82.5 0.9

Total 92 , 91.

* Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.

Comparison Study of All First Year Subjects 1973, 1974 and 1975

This section Presents a summary of a comparison of the infoimation gathered
on all first year B.S. level subjects, i.e.,, 1973, 1974, and 1975 graduates.

Comparison data are presented from eight sources. The principal statistical tool

used to determine significant differences was the analysis of variance technique.

The total number of subjects for each year was as follows: 1973, N=49; 1974, N=33

and 1975, N-32.

National Teacher Examinations

4
Table 38 shows the means and standard deviations of scores from the Teaching

Area Examination, Professional Education Test and Composite for the National

Teacher Examinations for each of the three years. Also shown is the composite

score for all years. Table 39 shows the application of the analysis of variance

technique for the data across the three Years. There were no significant

differences across the three years. In general the subjects achieved scores

on the NTE at or slightly below the 50 percentile (National Norms).

Table 38

Comparison of National Teacher Examinations Scores
For First Year Subjetts 1973-1975 by Year

Test, GRP 1973 (N=48)
SD

GRP 1974
X

(N=27)

SD
GRP 1975 (N=28)
X SD

Composite
X

(N=103)

SD

Tch. Area Exam. 591.4 66.9 604.3 75.3 590.4 85. 594.5 73.9

Prof. Ed. Test 218.5 31.1 229.5. 39.2 216.4 49.9 220.7 39.4

Compos1te. 1,140.6 114.6 1,174.9 148.3 1,161.9 157,.2 1,153.4 138.8
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Table 39

Comparison of National Teacher Examinations Scores of First Year
-Subjects 1973-1975 by Use of Analysis of Variance

Source df S. Sqs. M. Sq. F-Ratio

Teaehipg Area Examination

Between 2

Within 103

Total 105

3,632.0 - 1,816.0 0.33

50,7'92.0 ./ 5.531.9

573,424.0

Professional Education Test
\

Between 2 2,991.0
,_-_

1,495.5 0.96

t

Within 105 162,885.0 1,551,3-

Total 107 165,876.G

Composite

Between 2 684,191.0 342,096.0 0.44

4..0

Within 100 , 8,440,656.0 . .784,406.0

Total 102 9,124,848.0 4

American College Test

Tables 40 and 41 show comparative data for the results of the administration
of the American College Test for all subjects across the three year period. It

should be noted that students complete the ACT prior to admission to the
freshman class or the university. No significant differences were noted in the
sub-test. -.0or the composite scores_ of the instrument. .11

general, the subjects were above the mean for all students adniitted to the
University during the period 1967 through 1971 (the possible date of initial
admission to the University for the subjects).

Iplity Point Averages

Table 42 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations for a
variety of undergraduate quality point average& in selected subject matter
areas for subjects across the three yoars of the study. Table 43 shows the
results of the application of the analysis of variance technique. A significant
difference (at the .05 level) was noted in the quality point average achieved by
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Table 40

Comparison of American College Test Scores for First Year
Subjects 1973-1975 by Year

Area GRP 1973 (N=32) GRP 1974 (N=27* ,GRP 1975 (N=25) Composite (N=84)

X SD X SD X , SD X SD
,

English 20.3 7.8 f 19.0 8.0 20.0 7.1 19:8 7.6

Mathematics 17.3 8.5.' 15.7 5.7 16.5 5.2 ' 16.5 6.7

Soc. Sci. 16.5 6.8 17.9 8.7 19.1 7.2 17.7 7.6*

Nat. Sci. 17.8 15 5.3 21.6 14.9 21.4 11.4 20.1 11.0

Composite 19.5 11.9 18.7 , 7.1 20.6 11.2 199.6 10.3

the vbjects in their undergraduate Education and Psychology courses. Application

of a t-test indicated that the difference was between the subjects in the first'

and third years of the study. In general across the three year period the mean
quality point average for the Subjects has increased in all areas.

Table 41

Comparison of American College.Test ScoreS for First
Subjects 1973-1975 by Use of.Analysis of Variance

Year

Source df S. Sqs. M. Sqs. F-Ratio

English

Between 2 22.8 11.4 0.19

Within 81 4,791.9 59.2

Total 83 4, 4.7

Mathematics

Between 2 34.9 17.5 0.38

Within 81 3,703.9 45.7

Total 83 3,738.8

71,
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Table 41 (continued)
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Social. Science

Between 2 99. 49.9 0.87

Within 81 4,637.3 57.3

Total 83 ' 4,737.2

Natural Science

Between 2 262.4 131.2 J 1.49

Within 81 9,758.9 120.5

Total 83 10,021.3

Composite

Between 2 46.6 23.3 0.22

Within 81 8,700.1 1'07.4
410

Total .83 8,746.7'

Table, 42

Comparison of Quality Point Averages in Various Areas. for First Year
Subjects ).973-1975 by 'Year

Area
' a

GRP 1973(1 =52) GRP 1974(N =32) GRP 1975(N-32 Composite (N=116')
SD X SD X SD '31 'SD

Soc. Sci. 2. 48

cience 2.43

Mathematics 2.55

English 2.52

Ed. & Psy. 3. 20

Major Field 3.23

Overall 2. 84

0.58 2. 58 0.74 2. 57 0.71 2.53

S 0.77 2.55 0.66 2.72 0.74 2.54
.., --

0.85 2.77 0.75 2.93 0.92 2.72

,O. 65 2,73 0;58 2.75 0.65 2.65

0.47 3.31 0.38 3.44 0.29 3.30

1.31 3. 30 o. 89 3.28 0.43 3.27

0.44 3.04 0. 72. 3.10 0.40 2.97

0.66

0.74

0.8

0..6

0.41

0.93

0.53
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Table 43

Comparison of Quality Point Averages in Various Areas of Study for
.First Year Subjects 1973-1975 by Use o Analysis of Variance

Source df M. Sq. F -Ratio

Social Sciences

Between 2 23.0 - 11.5. 0.26

Within .112 ',4,951.8 44.2

Total - 114. 4,974.8

Science \

Betwee

Within' V112

2

Total

,Mathema,Eic.

Between

Within'
cs,

dotal

. English

t('Betw en

Within

Total

114

99

101

2

*
106

108

go

Education and Psychology

Between

Within

Total

k

4

?

113

1

177.2

6,075.8

6,253.0

266.7

7;065.8

7,332.5

124.7

4,194.4

4,31-9,1

y 118.3

. 1,649.9

115 168.2

69

88.6 1.63

54.2'

.5 133.3

71.4

62:44

39.'6

59.1

16.4

1.'87

1.58

1

3.6*
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Major Field

Between 2 10.2 5.1 0.06

Within 90 7,890.6 87.7

Total 92 -7,900.8

Overall

Between 2 162.7 81.3 2.99

Within 113 3,077.5 27.2

Total 115 3,240.2

* Significant at the .05 level.

California F-Scale

A comparison of the results of the administration of the California F-Scale
to all fi st year subjects is shown in 'able 44. In general, the subjects in

the first ar of the study tended to exhibit more authoritarian tendencies than
did subjects n the second and third year of the study. Application of the
analysis of valance ,technique (Table 45) indicated no significant differences
between the threes groups.

Table 44

Comparison of F-Scale S'cores for First Year Subjects 1973-1975 by Year

F-Scale GRP 1973(N40) GRP 1974(N=29) GRP 1975(N=31) Composite,(N=100)

37C SD 7 SD 7 SD X SD

Score 112.6 9.5 101.7 20.0 101.9 24.2 106.1 18.6

Principals Ratings

Table 46 shows the mean and standard deviatiecf the principals ratings

of the first year subjects, across the three years of the study. Table 47 shows .

the results of the Application of the analysis of variance technique to the data.
There were no significant difference on each of the four factors across the
thfee years of the study.

,70
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Table 45

Comparison of F-Scale Scores,of First Year Subjects 1973-1975.
ByUse of Analysis of Variance

Source df F-Ratio

,

Between ' 2 . . 4,089.0 2,044.5 0.52

4.....

'Within 97 382,384..0 3,941.5

Total 99 386,413.0

Table 4'6

Comparison oE Principals' Ratings for First Year Subjects by Year 1973-1975

Factor] GRP 1973M=46), GRP 1974(N=29) GRP 1975(N=29) Composite-(N=104)

SD k SD X SD X SD

I 4.09 w 0.73 4.03 0.77 4.21 0.69 4.11 0.73

II \4.11 0.85 4.17 0.89 4.48 0.69 4.23 0.83

III 4\ \.18 0.72 4.03 0.68 4.25 0.75 4.16 0.72

IV 4.09 0.70 4.12 0.'7.8 4.14 ,0.70 4.11 0:73

Table 47

Comparison of Principals' Ratings'of First'Year Subjects,
.1973-1975 (3 Years) byUse of Analysis of Variance

Source

.

.

df

.

S. Sqs. M. Sq. F-Ratio

Factor-I

,

'2

100

102

4it i

0.49

53.33

53.83

0.25

0.53

0.46Between

Within

Tot 1.
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Factor-II

Between

Within

Total

Factor-III

Between

Within

Total

Factor-JV

Between

Within

. 0

Total,
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Table 47, (Continued)

1

2 2.63

°

1.31 1.95 \\

101 67.84 0.67

103 70.47

2 0.70 0.35 0.68

98 50.76 0.52

100 51.46

2 .0101 0.01 0.62

?Tor 49.28 ' 0.49

10 49.29 a

Student Evaluation of Teaching
.. . 4..

Table 48 shows the means and standard deviations, for the first year subjects
across the Carte years for each Of the /actors of theSET-I and the total score
(VI). Table'49,shows the.r,esults orthe application o the analysis of variance
techniqu4.to the data. A significant difference,(at t e .05 level) was noted
in Factor II (Knowl'edgea'ble and rdised) ecross-the thr years. Application of
the t-test indicated that there were significant differences between the first
and second and third year subjects. In general,those individuals who' entered the
study in the second year were raOtd lowet by their students than those individuals
who entered the studyin 19 73 or 1975. The data for the 1973 and 1975 groups
are comparable to the results obtained by Sandefur and Adams (2). No explanatiOn
can be Offered at this time for the seemingly lower scores achieved by the 1974
group.

Table 48

Comparison of SET-I Scores For First Year Subjects.Acrosa Three Years 1973-1975

',', Factor ,GRP 1973(N=25) GRP 1974(N=I0) GRP 1975(Wiq Composite..(N=54)

.......

SDSDY 1R s6 iar "7
1

S
. ,

I 344.5 45.8 307.9 56.8 347.6. 32.8 338.8 . 4517

.
r

II 346.,6 38..3 30.6 , 70.4 "347.3 24.3 340.Q. 43.8

. 72-
44.
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III 307.1 63.6 299.1 57:1 303.5 38.7 304.4 63.9

IV 3d6.6 38.2 312.6 37.5 304.8 38.5 307.1 37.5

V 255.9 44.9 36.0 55.6 247.5 48.6 249.3 47.9

VI-Tota1 315.6 29.4 292.8 34.2 310.1 25.7 309.4 29.7

Table 49

Comparison of SET-I Scores For First Year Subjects
1973 -1975 ,by, Use of Analysis of Variance

Source df S. Sqs. M. Sq., F.-Ratio

Factor-I

Between 2 11,819.0 5,909.5 3.05

Within 51. 98,681.0 1,934.9

Total 53 110,500.0

Factor-II

Between 2 11;362.0 5,681.0 3.20*

Within 51 90,449.0 1,77A5

Total 53 101,811.0

Factor -II1

Between 2 477.0 238.5 0.08

Within 51 153,50:0 3,010.2

Total 53 153,997.0

Factor-IV

Between 2 . 408.0 204.0 0.14

Within 51 74,308.0 1,457.0

Total 53 74,716.0

73,
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Factor-V

Between 2 2,924.0 1,462.0 0.63

Within 51 118,841.0 2,330.2

Total 53 % 121,765.0

V
Factor-VI-Total

Between 2 3,712.0 1,856.0 2.19

Within 51 43,098.0 845.1-

Total 53
.. 46,810:0

* Significant at the .05 level.

Table 50

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis For
'First Year Subjects 1973-1975

Ratio GRP 1973(N=39) GRP 1974(N=31) GRP 1975(N=28) Composite (N=98)
SD SD SD SD

i/d 2.10 3.60 1.32 1.96 3.18 3.25 2.17 3.12

-,...

0.98 1-57 0.65 0.46
1

)

0.75 0.45 0.82 1.05

ST/TT' 0.64 0.61 0.78 - 1.17 0.52 0.19 0.65 0.77

S.21/Tot 0.47 0.99 0.50 0.76 0.39 0.36 0.46 0.78'

Lec/Tot 0.51 0.21 0.40 0.18 0.51 0.14 0.47 0.18

Interaction Analysis

Table 50 shows the means and standard deviations for the five ratios
derived from the use of interaction analysis with the first year subjects.
Table 51 shows the results of the application of the analysis of variance
technique to the data. A significant difference (at the .05 level) was noted
in the Lecture/Total ratio. Application of the t-test indicated that there
were significant differenes between first and second and third year subjects.
The Lec/Tot ratio was significantly lower for the 1974 group thari either the
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-,
1973 or 1975 groups. No explanation can be offered for the apparent lower
Lec/Tot ratio -for the 1974 group.

0 \
Table 51

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis for First Year Subjects
1973-1975 by Use of Analysis of-Variance

Source df S. Sqs. M. Sq. F-Ratio

lid Ratio

Between 2 51.2

Within 95 N 89,4.2

Total 97 , 140.6

I/D Ratio

Between 2----__ . . 2.1

/Within 95 106.4

Total 97 108/5

ST/IT Ratio

Between 2 1.0

Within 95 57.0

Total 97 58.0

Si 1 /Tot Ratio

Between 2 0.2

Within 95 58.7

Total '7 58.9

Lec/Tot Ratio

Between 2 0.23

Within "95 3.16

Total 3.39

o

25.6 2.72

1.1 0.95

1.1

0.5 0.83 '

0.6

0.1

0.6

0.17

0.11 3.40*

0.03

* Significant at the .05 level.
.

75
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Classroom, Observation Record

Table 52 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviationk from
the_224Sems of the Classroom Observation Record for first year subjects across
the threyears of the study. Table 53 shows the results of the application of
the analysis of variance technique to the data. Nienteen variables were
found to ie significantly different (at the .05 lfvel or beyond). Application
of the t -est indicated that there were significant differences between a-1
possible contrast for variables 4 and 21 (Depending-Initiating "student variable"
and Immat6re-Integr1ted "teacher variable"). In,general subjects in the third
year of 4e study were rated significantly higher on both variables than subjects
in their irst year of the study in 1973 and 1974.

Appl:cation of the t-test in all other cases indicated that there were
signific ht differences between the 1973 and 1974 and 1974 and 1975 data. In
this lat r case, there were no significant differences between 1973 and 1975
data. I is believed that due to the somewhat subjective.,nature of the
instrume t, that the generally low scores obtained during the 1974 phase of the
study we e due to a function of the training that the graduate assistants
received Although every effort was made-to achieve reliability in the data
gatherin process, difficulties arose across the three years of the study. It

is hypothesized that-there were no significant differences in the subjects in
each of the three years. ,This hypothesis will be tested in the extension of the
study in o the fourth year in 197,6-77.

Table 52

Comparison of COR Scores For First Year Subjects 1973-1975 by Year

GRP 1973(N=42)` CRP 1974(N=31)
t-
7 SD

CRP 1975(N=31) Composite (N=104)Factor
7 SD h SD k SD

1 6.0 '0.9 5.1 '1.0 6.1 0.9 5.7 1.0

2 5.8 0.9 4.9- 1.0 .5.7 0.9 5.5 1.0

3 5.6 1.0 4.9 , 1.2 5.9 0.8 5.5 1.

1.2 4.5 1.2 5.8 50.9 5.2 1.2

5 6.1 0.8 5.4 0.9 6.4 0.6 6.0 0.9

6 5.7 1.0 5.1 0.9 6.2 0.9 5.7 1.0

7 6.1 0.9 5.4 1.1 6.3 0.7 5.9 1.0

8 6.2 0.8 5.5 0.9 6.4 0.7 6.0 0.9
4

'9 6.2 0.7 5.5 1.0- 6.3 0.9 6.0 0.9

10 5.7 1.0 5.4 1.1 5.7 0.8 5.6 1.0

11 5.4 1.1 4.9 1.3 5.6 0.8 5.4 1.1

N 76
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12 6.1 0.8 5.4 1.0 6.4 0.7 6.0 0.9

13 6.3 0.7 5.5 0.9 6.4 0.7 ,6.1 0.9

,

14 6.3 0.8 5.9 0.8 6.5 0.7 6:2 0.8

15 5.9 1.0 5.1 1.2 6.3's6.3 0.8 5.8 1.1

16 6.1 1.0 5.4 1.0 6.3 0.8 - 6.0 1.0

17 5.8 1.1 5.0 1.2 6.3 0.8 ' 5.8 1.2

18 6.1 1.0 5.7 ' 0.8' 6.1 1.0 6.0 1.0

19 5.8 1.1 5.0 1.1 5.8 0.8 5.6 1.1

20 5.8 : 1.1 5.1 0.9 6.4 0,7 5.8 1,0

21 6.0 0.9 5.3 1.0 6.5 0,7 5.9 1.0

22 5.8 0.8 4.9 0.8 5.8 0.8 5.6 0.9

Table 53

Comparison of COR Ratings of First Yehr Subjects 1973-1975
-By Use of Analysis of Variance

Source

Fa to

Between -

Within

Total

Between 2

100

1'02

df

2

101

103'

S. Sqs. M. Sq. . F-Ratio

19.7

94.7

104.5

17.3

84.5

101.8

9.9 11.8**

4.8

8.6

0.8

10.22**
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Table_53 (continued)

.Factor -3

Between 2

Within 100 105.9

Total 102 121.8

Factor-4 ,

Between 2 25.8

4
in 101 129.7

Tota 103 155.5

Factor-5

Between 2 17.1

Within 100 59.9

Total 102 77.0

Factor-6

Between 2 18.7

Within 100 91.7

Total, 102 110.4

Figtor -7

Between

Within

Total

2

1014N,

103

Factor-8

Between---", 2'

Within 100

al 102

16:2

89.5

105.7

14.7

68. 3

83.0

7$

7.9

1.1

7.51**

12.9 10.0**'

1.3

8.5

.0.6

9.4

0.9

8.1

0.9

14.3**

10.22 **

9.12**

7.3 10.7**

0.7

.
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Table 53 (continued)
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Factor-9

Between 2 13.4 6.7 9.4**

Within 100 71.5 0.7

- Total 102 84.9

Factor-10

Between 2 2.1 1.0 1.02

95 96.9 1.0

Total 97 99.0

Factor-11

Between 6.6 3.3 2.88

Within 93 107.3 1.2'

Total 95 113.9

Factor -12

Between 2 1'7.6 8.8 12.9**

Within 100 68.4 0.7

,Total 102 86.0

Factor-13

Between 2 15.0 7.5 12.2**

Within

Total

460'

102

61.2

76.2

0.6,

11,

Factor-14

Between 2 5.6 2.8 4.48*

Within 100 62.8 06

Total 102 68.4
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Table 53 (continued)

Factor-15

Between r 2 19.5

Within 100 102)
Total 102' .< 121.5

Factor-16

Between 2 11.8

Within 98 87.

Total 100 98.9 ----"-------

Factor-17

BetWeen 2 t 25.3 ,
,

'V
12.7

Within 97 107.4

. Total 99. 132.8

Factor-18

Between 2 3.5.
44.6Z,

Within 96 95.5 0.9
1

Total 98 99.0 '

Factor-19 .
Between., 2

%. 11.2.

Within 95 108.2

Total 97 119.4

Factor-:20.
4 6 ; 66.

Between 2 22.4

Within 94 82.9

Total 96 105.3

80
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'9.8 9.57**

1.0 -

/

5.9 6.64**

0.9

lb.

11,4**

1.1

1.8

5.6

1.77

4.93**

11.2 12.68**

)
0.9
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Table 53 (continued)
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Factor-21

etween 2

Wfthin 97

Total 99

Factor-22

Between

Within

Total

2

90

92

4

21.9

75.7

97*. 6

14.8

59.8

74.6

11.0 14.06**

0.8

7.4 11.14**

0.7

* Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.'

Summary

rn summary,Ahis chapter has presented a'brief study of omparisons of

data collected over a three year period as a, pate of th application of the
Tennessee TeChnoloacal University Teacher Evaluati Tiodel. ResUlts'of the
study indic, ed some differences in the correl 3onal patterns' of the variables

-under stud . Comparison of data collecte the same groups of subjects
across th ee years indicated few diffc ces. Data collected on thtee groups
of firgt year subjects across tha-tfiree years of the study (1973 through 1975)
also r ealed few differen5e It might be concluded that the subjects change
littl' over the firstthree years of teaching and that the graduates- entering
the eaehing liave changed little over the past three years. ..FuTther
st dy is recommended to more fully verify these conclusions. It is anticipated that
t e factor analysis and discri.minate'analysis techniques will be employed in
he near future to flirther clarify tlw preliminary results of the study.

Refetences

1. Sandefur, J.T. and Ronald D. Adams. "An Ev luation of Teaching: An
Interim Research Report," Journal, of Teach Educatibn, 27(1):71-76,1976

2. Ibid.
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CHAPTER V

ZSUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS! Aft RECOMMtNDATIONS

The objecives.of this chapter are three fold: (1) summarize briefly the

total evaluative study that was conducted during the 1975-76 school years; (2)

draw conclusions based on the findings of the 'study make recommendations.

relative to the' findings.

Summary

The purposes of this study, were to: (1) provide information for faculty -

and administrators concerned with teacher education programs at. Tennessee

Technological University in making decisions pertinent to curriculum evaluation

and development; (2) aid in the proceAs of making long range plans for improving

the total educational program of the University with particular emphasis on the

teacher education programs; and (3) continue the. development and refinements, of
4 -

the,Tennessee Technological Teacher Evaluation Model.

Three distinct groups of subjects were,used in ,the. study. The first group

consisfe.d of 26 individuals who participated in 'the first two years of trie

study and received their degreeA between 1971 and 19,73. he second group

consisted of 0 individuals who received the B.S. and 8 who received the M.A.

in 1974 and were participating in the study for the second year. The third

group was composed of 32 individuals who receive Oie B. S. and 12 ,who received/

the ti.A. in 1975 and were participating in the study for tau ,first

Detaile,d dota were Collected on each bubject by use oC.tandardized instrum nts

adminis(tered by specially trained graduate assistants or from university r cords.
Basic instrumentation and procedures for the study were pilot tested duril , the

first year of the study and' included: (1) University perinanent records and

transcript information; (2) principals' evaluation of 9ch subSecl by the use

of two different instruments; (3) administration of the California 17-Scale

(only those subjects who were participating in- the study for the.firsttime) to

measure indiVidual prejudices and anti-democratic tendencies; (4) administration

of the Student Evaluation of Teachingto,the students of the subjects;' 5) adbinis-

teation of the classroom ObserAation Record; and (6) a ten category interaction

analysi's system to record observed classroom behavior. All data obtained in

the.gtudy were classified, coded, and key punched for analysis. Descriptive

statistics, intercorrelations and comparisons were conpfted. The faajor findings '

of 'the study were divided into thrdt parts, e.g., first year ,,B.S:/subjects

first year M.A.:subjects' and Comparisons across the three yea'rs., Data were

colleeped about,' second year subjects and stored for later we itb data analyses.

The major findings of the study foe the 5.S: and W.A. level subjeCts were

similar to those reported, in the first -two years of the study:, Ther'efo're,

no detailed explanation of the findings will he given at thig poinC (see Chapters

II and of this re,pert). Detailed conparisons'across the_threeyears of the

study, ,for those .individuals that entered the project in 1973-indicated few
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CliAPTER VI

P1 ANS FOB. 'THE CONTINUATION OT ThE STUDY

I

.This'chapter describes tie tentative plans for continuation of the iiiten4ive

evaluation activities of the graduates of the teacher education programs of
.

Tennessee Technological Unlyrsity. Major emphasis in this chapter will be placed

upon the plans that have been tentatively formulated for the 1976-77 studies.

The aSiumption 'has been made that the level of funding for the project- will,remain:

at an adequate level and includes the allocation of three one-half time graduate
,

assistants;, approximately bne-nalf tine of a professional staff member; $750 for

travel; and $750 for supplies,,, expenses arTa communications.
.

Plans for 1976-77

During 1976-7 .particuldr emphasis will be placed on evaluation studies

the 1973 thrciugh 1976 graduates of the. teacher education programs.' Sibjects who

graduated prior to 1973 will beempped from further study because of the

.1 iMiCation of funds. The potential p,opuliwtion of 1973 through 1975 graduates

72. -In addition, a sample of approximately fifty 1976 graduates will be addq

:"to the study.

Figure -4 shows an abbreviated chart for the major activities of the 'project

during' 19/6-1../. Initially, three graduate students will en8a1e in int.ensive

studies = the use of the Classroom Observation Repord, the Student EvOuation

.of T ,ch g, and Interaction Analysis. This will occur from apprOximAtely(

S ember 1 through October 15. Concurrent with 'these activities, a schedule of

yisitations will be developed for the 1973-75 graduates that have previously.

participated in the. study. These 78 individuals will be visited starting the

,ter part of October, 1976. Visitation cai11 contitue xntil sometime in

January, 1977.
r

As soon as possible after ti he beginning of the fal arter a survey -

cpietionnaire will be sent to all 1976 graduates of the teacher education program.

At thiS same time the 19761 graduatds will'be asked to participate in the study.

It' is anticipated that a sample of 35 B. S, level graduate's and 15 11.a.

gractuotes will be selected.- During the early part of the winter of 1977, a

schedule of visitatiop for these individuals will be prepared. During the winter

. of 1977 and early spring, these individuals will ba visited for purposes of s .

j observa4ion and gathering baSelLffq data. Also., during the winter, the Principals'
(3! Evaluation',Instrument will be sent to the principals of pll individuals who` -m-e

teaching in the schools. -

Beginning in thq late spring and continuing' through the summers of 1977,

data analysi -s will be made hind a reildr.t of thd.tWrd year activitie's of t'he

study willvbe prepafed7.:-It%is anq.cipatedthat - this report' Will contain

comparison; cf the four yearS1 !Of thts study. .

./
During 1976-77 at leas,t one or more special studies will be carried -out

that will lend extra data to the total project. Also, it is anticipated that

c16 86
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Evaluation of Gradtmte During 1975-76

6. .The -evaluation data collected during the period of the study has changed

little. in gemral, the subjects Oat entered the study during the current
year were compara5le to those that ,entered in the past two 'years. The

differences and similaiit.ies likta in the earlier reports.(74-4 and 75-4)
apply in the data'collected during 1975-'76.

Comparisons Of Data Across Three Years

unects who entered, in 1973 (the first year o the study) liave' changed

little across the three year period,. -

8. Subjects who entered the project in 1973, 1974, and 1975 appeared'to be
very similar in 'theii first year, of teaching.

s
9. Based on the results of the very limited comparisons that were made, the

subjects reached a level of teaching paficigicy during their first year
i the classroom and this level has remained nearlyconstant across thr e
ye. rs%

D,

10,Dur ng'the three year period of the study, the graduates of thesUhive#Sity

have not changed significantly.

In suns au' the results of the study%lead to the same conclusions as in
the past. .crosS the three years of the study, the subjects have remained
'almost uncha ed and coMparisons of the three first year groups indicated few
or.no,dilfetelces. Ukmight.be further concluded, that if there are differences
irithe groups, the present instrumentation isnot,sensitive to the differences.

.,

llecomniendations% ,

Based oh the c nclusions of this study, iNiS felt that the following
recommendations are warranted. These reconnendt,ibrs' center largely around the

. contffluation and mod\kfiCatipn:of the study ()alined in this report. It is left

to the rbaderA:o make recomr:lendations r tiv to his individual! problems and

toward neede cheAlts 'n. the teacher: ucation programs of die institution.

1. 'The plan outlined i this ,ieport should be replicated, during 1976-77

adding an additional _roup of subjects who complete thtir degree require-
.ments in 1976.

I

2. Continuing contact shou d be maintained with other instikutions,pursuing

similar projects, and the literature re.14ted to teacher evaluation should

be continuously monitored

.

3. 'Considera'tion should be gi n to the useof other instruments to gather
data as Chey become availabl

'
. .

4. Further analyses.of the data would bmaee employing more sophisticated

statistical tecijailues sdch,as .actor analysis and discriminate analysis. ,

9
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5. Faculty of the institution and other iudividurns should b.?. encouraged to
review the report and to request additional data analyses to fit their
individual needs. -

14
6. A more extensive data bank of infordfftion on all-students in the teacher

education, programs should be established. Thereafter, a more meaningful
study can be made in relation to predicting success of .graduates in

'teaching.

7. Better methods should be developed to optimize the particfpation df subjects
in the study,,,'

/'
8. Development and refinement of a complete set, f computer programs, for use

with the project should be continued. There is a nedd for more comdiete
documentation of thi programs available. / /

9. faculty and,administrators should be encouraged to make more use of the
data that has been collected and to request additional inforTation.

10. Work should continue on the development of ether phases of the total
evaluation project, i.e., instrumentation'for.use with Ed. S. level graduates

aVd for those individuals in such fields as adminis ervision,

and counseling.. y

4
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CHAPTER VI

PIONS FOR 'THE CONTINUATION OF ThE STUDY

This'chapter 'describes tide tentative plans for continuation of the ifttenolve

evaluation activities of the graduates of the teacher education pr6greps of

Tennessee Technological UniVarsity. Major emphasis in this chapter will be placed

upon the plans that have been tentatively formulated for the 1976 -77 studies. -

The asumption'has been made that the level of funding for the project' will.remain.

at an adequater level and includes the allocation of three one-half time graduate,

assistants; approximately bne-half time of a professional staff member; $750 for
travel; and $750 for supplies. expenses an communications.

Plans for 1976-77
t-

.

During 1976-7 articular emphasis will be placed on evaluation stuales of
,

*Che 1973 thrcrugh 1976 graduates of th.a teacher education programs." Subjects who-
,

graduated prior to 1973 will bezItopped frOm further study because of the '°

fimiCation of .funds. The potential poptifetion of 1973 through 1975 graduates
.

.,,_

7.9. -In addition, a sample of approximately fifty 1976 graduates will be add

:*to the study. :
,.

.

Figure4 shows an abbreviated chart for the major activities of the
.

project

during'19/6-1../. Initially, three grauuate Students will en8a6e in inversive

studies the use of the C3assroom Observation Record, -the Student Evaluation

.of T .ch g, and Interaction Analysis. This will occur from apprniallely(

S tember 1 through October 15. Concurrent with 'these activities, a schedule of

isitations will be developed for the 1973=75 graduates that have previously.

participated in the. study. These 78 individuals will be visited starting the

,liter part of October, 1976. Visitation will conrillue intil sometime in .

January, 1977.
.

t : A. -.
As soon as posible after the beginning of the fal carter a 'survey .

cr7ie'Sti-6nnaire will be sent to all 1976 graduates of the teacher education program.

` At this same time the 197Eigraduates will'be asked to participate in the study.'

It'is anticipated that a sample of 35 B.S. level graduates and 15 M.A. level-,_.

graduates will be selected.. Iuring.the early part of the winter of 1977, a

schedule of visitatiev for these individuals will lie prepared. During the winter

. of 1977 and early spring, these individuals will be visited for purposes of s.

joicsservaoa and gathering baSelitrq datl. Also., during the winter, the Principals'

f.), EvaluationInstrument will be sent to the principals of All individuals who are
,

,..-

teaching in the schools. , .
,

. t,
. . .

..,
, . .

BeginnIng in thq late spring and continuing' through the summerof 1.9,77, -,

data analysi-s will be made and a rend-a of thdAtii.rd year activities of 61-e

study willbe prepafed%:It.,is an.cipate&thatthis report Will contain

comparisons cf the four year fg.thh study. .

,

q, ,

During 1976-77 .at leas.t one or more special studies will be carried -out

that. will lend eArka data to,4Che total project. Also, it is anticipated that
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further analyses of the accumulated data will be made as time and assistande
are-available. ,the speical studies and data analyses will be made
during the later part of the sunmt of 1976.

Long Range Plans

Tentative long range plans have been made the Val project. The

assumption has been made that the level of.fundi for personnel 'ill rbmain
. .

. approximately the same. 'It is anticipated that i 1976-77 .a. gr up of .1976 4,'

,

graduates of the teacher` education program will e added to th study and those
,,

individuals whO-graduated' prior to 1973 will be dropped. The basic _plan outlined;

for.1976-77 will be,,continqed during 1977-78. Also a group:of Ed.S. graduates 1--

.

will be added to the study..'--,, . .I
During U76777 an intensive evaluation will be made of all data that has

been collected and major modifications may-be made in the research design. it

is further anticipated, that additional instrumentation will become-available
' which will make tha:project more meaningful.

k.

O
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Teacher Pren Ira ioo Pro .;rams of Tennessoe Ti chnologi cal University for the_ .
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